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This Final Cooperative Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement presents and analyzes six alterna- 
tives, including the preferred alternative, for a cooperative management plan for the Lower St. Croix National 
Scenic Riverway. The purpose of the plan is to provide a gencral direction for managing the area for the next 15 
to 20 years. The Minnesota and Wisconsin Departments of Natural Resources are co-lead agencies with the 
National Park Service in the preparation of this plan. 


Six alternatives for land and water use management were considered. The preferred alternative would maintain 
long stretches of the lower riverway’s natural and rural landscape, while allowing limited, planned development 
in communities that would be consistent with the historic character of the communities; it would protect and 
enhance the diverse recreational uses found in the riverway. Alternative A would also maintain long stretches of 
the natural and rural landscape; however, a slightly greater proportion of the lower riverway would encompass 
town landscapes; recreational use would intensify. Alternative B would stress maintaining the visual landscape, 
while maintaining the diversity of water recreational experience. The overall level of recreational use would be 
allowed to increase slightly, although segments of the river would be designated for specific uses. Alternative C 
would essentially be the same as alternative B, except there would be a freeze on recreational use levels. 
Alternative D would emphasize resource protection, development visible from the river would be reduced even 
in towns, and recreational use would be reduced. The natural qualities of the riverway would be promoted and 
restored, with an emphasis on promoting quieter, slower, and less intrusive experiences. Alternative E, the no- 
action alternative, would maintain existing land use and recreational use natterns, following the 1976 Master 
Plan and the Lower St. Croix Management Commission’s policy resolutions. Policy resolutions would be used to 
address new issues that arose. 


In general, all alternatives would maintain long stretches of the lower riverway’s natural and cultural landscape, 
and riverway users would continue to find opportunities for a variety of recreational experiences. There would 
be an overall benefit to natural and cultural resources under the preferred alternative. Riverway user conflicts 
would be reduced, although there would be more restrictions. Alternative A would provide greater opportunities 
for more people, but the area would be more crowded and noisier. Impacts on natural and cultural resources 
would increase. The impacts of alternatives B and C would essentially be the same except that C would limit 
numbers of people. Alternative D would have the least effect on resources because of its emphasis on resource 
protection and reduction in recreational use. Under alternative E existing policies and management direction 
would continue. 


In addition to the alternatives, five options were considered for the management structure of the riverway. These 
options would provide a direction for determining agencies’ roles and responsibilities for policy development and 
land and water use management. The primary difference would be that under the preferred option and option 1 
minor adjustments would be made in policy development and land and water use management. Under options 2 
and 3 new management boards for land use management and a water patrol would be established, and the Lower 
St. Croix Management Commission would be expanded. Option 4 would continue the existing management 
structure for policy direction and land and water use management. The impacts vary with regard to administrative 
esponsibilities and cost. 


. he Draft Environmental Impact Statement was available for public review from September 17, 1999 to 
November 30, 1999; comments and responses on the draft document are reprinted in this final document. The 
Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to reflect substantive comments and concerns received 
during the comment period, and the text has been refined and clarified where necessary. This final document will 
be on public review for 30 days; if no major comments are received during this period, a record of decision, 
indicating which alternative has been selected as the approved plan, will be signed. Comments should be 
addressed to the Superintendent, Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway, P.C. Box 728, St. Croix Falls, WI 
52024-0708, or call (715) 483-3284, or email SACN_Superintendent @nps.gov. 


U.S. Department of the Interior * National Park Service 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
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SUMMARY 


The Lower St. Croix National Scenic River- 
way, which extends 52 miles from St. Croix 
Falls/Taylors Falls to the confluence with the 
Mississippi River at Prescott/Point Mouglas, is 
jointly managed by the National Park Service 
(NPS), Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR), and Wisconsin Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources (WDNR). Many 
changes have occurred in the St. Croix Valley 
since the original riverway Master Plan was 
developed by the three managing agencies in 
1976. Recognizing that the Master Plan was 
dated, the managing agencies agreed to jointly 
develop a cooperative management plan for 
the lower riverway. 


The joint plan has been adopted by the federal 
and state river managing agencies after an 
adequate analysis of the benefits, environ- 
mental impacts, and costs of alternative 
courses of action and a thorough consideration 
of public input. 


PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE 


This Lower St. Croix River Cooperative 
Management Plan / Environmental Impa.t 
Statement will provide a general direction for 
managing the area for the next 15 to 20 years, 
while meeting the following purposes of the 
lower riverway: 


e Preserve and protect (and restore and en- 
hance where appropriate) the riverway’s 
ecological integrity, its unimpounded 
condition, its natural and scenic resources, 
and its significant historic resources 


e Accommodate a diverse range of recrea- 
tional opportunities that do not detract 
from the exceptional natural, historic, 
scenic, and aesthetic resources 


e Provide an environment that allows the 
opportunity for peace and solitude 


e Provide an opportunity for the education 
and study of the geologic, historic, eco- 
logical, and aesthetic values to further 
enhance stewardship of the river. 


The Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway is significant for the following 
reasons: 


e The riverway is an exceptional 
combination of high-quality natural and 
cultural resources, and scenic, aesthetic, 
and recreational values. 


¢ These resources and values exist ina 
distinctive river valley setting with a 
strong regional identity and character. 


e These resources and values exist within 
the expanding Twin Cities metropolitan 
area. 


These purpose and significance statements 
cannot be s\!pported by continuing to 
implement the 1976 Master Plan; inade- 
quacies of the current management approach 
require a new direction. 


OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE 
VALUES 


To be eligible for inclusion in the national 
wild and scenic rivers system a river or its 
rimmediate environment must possess one or 
more of the following outstandingly remark- 
able values: scenic, recreational, geologic, fish 
and wildlife, historic, cultural, or others that 
are similar in nature. 


The Lower St Croix was designated for its 
outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, 
and geologic values. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


Alternatives in this plan describe different 
concepts or visions for the future. A number of 
common management directions and associ- 
ated strategies would be implemented under all 
alternatives. A preferred alternative and four 
other alternatives for managing land and water 
in the lower riverway are presented along with 
a no-action alternative, which describes how 
the lower riverway is currently managed and 
would be managed in the future if no changes 
occurred. A public workshop was held using a 
caucus/negotiation process to develop the 
preferred alternative. Most elements of the 
plan were agreed upon at the caucus, but a few 
were forwarded to the Lower St. Croix 
Management Commission for decision. 


A set of options, including a preferred option, 
is also presented that identifies different 
organizational structures for future manage- 
ment of the lower riverway. Any option could 
be combined with any land and water use 
management alternative. 


MANAGEMENT DIRECTIONS 
COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 


Some elements of future riverway manage- 
ment will occur no matter what alternative 
strategy for management is selected. Topics 
include government coordination and coop- 
eration, land use management, American 
Indian treaty rights, riverway stewardship, 
natural resources management, management of 
hunting, fishing, and trapping, recreational use 
management, and interpretation. 


LAND AND WATER USE 
ALTERNATIVES 


This Cooperative Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement presents and 
evaluates six alternatives. 
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The preferred alternative would emphasize 
protecting and enhancing the riverway’s 
diverse character. It would maintain long 
stretches of the lower riverway’s natural and 
rural landscape, while allowing limited, 
planned, development in communities that 
would be consistent with the historic character 
of the communities. Riverway users would 
continue to find opportunities to engage in a 
wide range of recreational experiences. The 
emphasis would be on maintaining and en- 
hancing the diverse landscape character and 
the diverse water-based recreational 
opportunities. 


Alternative A would provide for more devel- 
opment and more recreational activity than the 
preferred alternative. Managing agencies 
would seek to maintain long stretches of the 
lower riverway’s natural and rural landscape, 
while allowing limited, planned development 
within the boundary that was consistent with 
the historic character of the riverway’s com- 
munities. However, under alternative A, a 
slightly greater proportion of the lower river- 
way would encompass town landscapes, 
allowing greater opportunities for development 
within or adjacent to riverway towns. Addi- 
tional residential development would also 
occur in rural areas. Riverway users would 
continue to find an array of recreational 
opportunities, including increased oppor- 
tunities for more social activity on parts of the 
river, but unlike the preferred alternative, no 
efforis would be made to regulate user 
activities if they were not causing significant 
damage to the resource or posing safety 
hazards to others. 


Alternative B would stress maintaining the 
current landscape character within the river- 
way boundary and maintaining the diversity of 
water recreational experiences as much as 
possible. However, the overall level of recrea- 
tional use would be allowed to increase but 
some use would be reallocated and separated. 
New development would be more limited than 
alternative A and slightly more limited than 
the preferred alternative. 


Alternative C would achieve the same condi- 
tions as alternative B — views of the lands 
within the boundary and the diversity of river 
recreational experiences would be maintained. 
The major difference from other alternatives 
would be that the strategy used to maintain the 
diversity of recreational experience would be 
to freeze the growth of recreational use. 


Alternative D would promote and restore the 
natural qualities of the lower riverway — the 
predominance of natural features over modern 
developments would increase. Natural land- 
scapes would be restored where feasible, and 
managing agencies would strive to make the 
landscape appear more natural than it is now. 
Emphasis would be placed on promoting 
quieter, slower, and less intrusive experiences 
that would not disturb others. Overall 
recreational use would be reduced. 


Alternative E, the no-action alternative, 
provides a baseline for comparing the other 
alternatives. The managing agencies would 
continue to manage the lower riverway as they 
have in the past. The agencies would continue 
to follow the 1976 Master Plan (with some 
changes based on current management 
practices) and the Lower St. Croix Manage- 
ment Commission’s pcelicy resolution. 
Management would focus on maintaining 
existing land use and recreational use patterns 
and would react to recreational use as they 
have in the past. Rural residential development 
would be allowed to a greater degree than all 
of the alternatives except alternative A. Policy 
resolution would be used to address new issues 
that arose. 


ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 


The potential consequences of the six 
alternatives on scenic resources, natural 
resources, cultural resources, recreational use, 
and the socioeconomic environment were 
evaluated. In general, the preferred 
alternative would allow limited private 
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development in rural areas and enhanced 
management of recreational use. Protection of 
scenic resources would be improved compared 
to the no-action alternative. Limited localized 
impacts on natural resources would occur in 
connection with residential development (e.g., 
soil and vegetation disturbance and disruption 
of wildlife), but these impacts would be less 
than under the no-action alternative. Protection 
of cultural resources would be improved. Rec- 
reational diversity would be enhanced and the 
resource impacts of recreational use would be 
reduced compared to the no action alternative. 
Conflicts between recreational users and 
landowners would be reduced. There would be 
negligible impacts on the regional economy. 


Alternative A would allow more development 
in rural areas and increased recreational use. 
Residential construction would negatively 
impact scenic resources more than the other 
alternatives. Limited localized impacts on 
natural resources would occur in connection 
with residential development (e.g., soil and 
vegetation disturbance and disruption of 
wildlife); these impacts would be more than 
any other alternative. Protection of cultural 
resources would be improved compared to the 
no-action alternative, but not as much as the 
preferred alternative. Recreational diversity 
would not be enhanced and the resource 
impacts of recreational use would be greater 
than any other alternative. Conflicts between 
recreational users and landowners would 
increase. There would be negligible impacts 
on the economy. 


Alternatives B and C would allow slightly 
less development in rural areas than the 
preferred alternative. Protection of scenic 
resources would be improved compared to the 
no-action alternative and slightly improved 
compared to the preferred alternative. Limited 
localized impacts on natural resources would 
occur in connection with residential develop- 
ment (e.g., soil and vegetation disturbance and 
disruption of wildlife); these impacts would be 
similar to but slightly less than the preferred 
alternative. Protection of cultural resources 
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would be improved compared to the no-action 
alternative and would be very similar to the 
preferred alternative. Recreational diversity 
would be enhanced and the resource impacts 
of recreational use would be reduced com- 
pared to the no-action alternative. Under 
alternative B there would be limited growth in 
recreational use, with impacts similar to the 
preferred alternative. Under alternative C there 
would be no growth in recreational use, so 
enhancement of recreational diversity, and the 
resource impacts of recreational use would be 
less th _ the preferred alternative. Conflicts 
between recreational users and landowners 
would be reduced, and more so under 
alternative C. Like alternative A, there wouk 
be negligible impacts on the regional 
economy. 


Alternative D would allow less development 
in rural areas than the other alternatives. Pro- 
tection of scenic resources would be improved 
compared to the other alternatives. Limited 
localized impacts on natural resources would 
occur in connection with residential develop- 
ment (soil and vegetation disturbance and 
disruption of wildlife); these impacts would be 
slightly less than the preferred alternative. 
Protection of cultural resources would be 
improved compared to the no-action alterna- 
tive and would be similar to the preferred 
alternative. Recreational diversity would be 
significantly reduced; the resource impacts of 
recreational use would be reduced compared 
to all other alternatives. There would be 
negligible impacts on the regional economy. 
Some people would feel negative impacts from 
displaced recreational use, and some landown- 
ers would experience negative impacts be- 
cause of development restrictions. 


The no-action alternative, alternative E, would 
continue to allow development in rural areas in 
the same way as in the past 24 years. Protec- 
tion of scenic resources would continue to 
slowly decline. Limited localized impacts on 
natural resources would occur in connection 
with residential development (e.g., soil and 
vegetation disturbance and disturbance of 


vi 


wildlife); these impacts would be greater than 
the preferred alternative but less than alterna- 
tive A. Protection of cultural resources would 
not improve. Recreational diversity would not 
be enhanced and resource impacts of recrea- 
tional use would continue to increase. Con- 
flicts between recreational users and land- 
owners would continue to slowly increase. 
Like the action alternatives, there would be 
negligible impacts on the regional economy. 


MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 
OPTIONS 


Five options were developed for the lower 
riverway management structure. Each one 
would provide a direction for determining 
agencies’ roles and responsibilities for policy 
development and land and water use manage- 
ment. In all cases, the state would review and 
comment on local zoning actions; the two state 
departments of natural resources and the 
National Park Service would participate in and 
provide staff support for the Lower St. Croix 
Management Commission; the three agencies 
would provide staff for on-water law enforce- 
ment, rescue, and related activities; the Park 
Service would provide staff for management 
of lands it owns north of Stillwater. 


The preferred option would retain the 
management commission and include an 
additional nonvoting member from the newly 
created partnership team that would serve an 
advisory role. The Minnesota- Wisconsin 
Boundary Area Commission would continue in 
its administrative support and nonvoting 
advisory roles. Managing agencies would have 
no veto authority over a local government's 
decision on a conditional use permit, or 
subdivision; if there was disagreement, 
appeals could be made to the courts. Existing 
water use enforcement roles would continue. 
Option 1 would also retain the management 
commission but would include a local govern- 
ment representative. The planning task force 
would be restructured and made permanent. It 
would assist in rules interpretation, mediation, 


and coordination for land management and/or 
water use management. Options 2 and 3 
would further expand the management com- 
mission and create a water patrol. Option 2 
would create a joint powers board for land use 
management, whereas option 3 would create a 
riverway board to manage land use. Option 4 
would continue the existing management 
structure for policy direction and land and 
water use. 


Vil 
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IMPACTS OF MANAGEMENT 
STRUCTURE OPTIONS 


The preferred option would create the least 
change from the current management 
approach. Option | would involve a minor 
change. Options 2 and 3 would involve the 
most change, with each establishing a new 
management board. There would be no change 
from the current management approach under 
option 4. 
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INTRODUCTION 


PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE 
COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 


In 1976 the National Park Service (NPS), 
in cooperation with the Minnesota and 
Wisconsin Departments of Natural 
Resources (DNR), completed a Master 
Plan for managing the lower riverway. The 
overall goal of the plan was to “preserve 
the existing scenic and recreational re- 
sources of the Lower St. Croix through 
controlled development.” The plan focused 
on establishing the riverway, such as deter- 
mining the riverway boundary, acquiring 
land, and identifying needed administrative 
and recreational facilities. 


Many changes have occurred in the St. 
Croix Valley since 1976. For example, use 
of the riverway has increased, and people 
are using it in increasingly diverse ways. 
The first Master Plan focused on land 
acquisition and startup of the riverway. 
Today’s managers are concerned with 
resolving conflicts between different users 
and addressing the impacts of chai.ging 
adjacent land uses on the lower riverway. 
The old plan needs to be updated to pre- 
pare for these changes, to take a new look 
at management of the riverway, and to 
address problems and opportunities that 
were not apparent 24 years ago. 


The National Park Service and the Min- 
nesota and Wisconsin DNRs have prepared 
this Final Cooperative Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Lower St. Croix River. The plan was 
developed in cooperation with the Lower 
St. Croix Planning Task Force, which is 
comprised of interested citizens, agency 
staff, and other riverway stakeholders. The 


purpose of this plan is to describe the 
direction the managing agencies intend to 
follow in managing the lower riverway for 
the next 15 to 20 years while meeting the 
riverway’s stated purposes. This coopera- 
tive management plan is consistent with 
the requirements of the national wild and 
scenic river act, the two state’s Lower St. 
Croix acts, and will serve as the general 
management plan as required by the 
National Parks and Recreation Act of 
1978. 


The plan considers the riverway holis- 
tically, in its full ecological and cultural 
contexts — as a unit of the national wild 
and scenic rivers system and as a part of 
the surrounding watershed. The plan will 
serve aS a Management tool to guide 
decision-making over the long term; it will 
not provide specific and detailed answers 
to every issue or question. However, the 
plan will provide a management frame- 
work that will help maintain a balance 
between continuity and adaptability in a 
dynamic decision-making process. 


This Final Cooperative Management Plan 
/ Environmental Impact Statement presents 
six alternatives for managing the riverway 
and analyzes the environmental impacts of 
each. A no-action alternative (a continua- 
tion of existing trends) is provided as a 
basis of comparison. The approved plan 
will provide a framework for proactive 
decision making, including decisions on 
recreational use, land use, natural and 
cultural resource management, and general 
development in the lower riverway. 
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE 
LOWER RIVERWAY 


In 1972 Congress added the Lower St. 
Croix River (see the Region map) to the 
national wild and scenic rivers system 
(Public Law 92-560, see appendix C). This 
cooperative management plan addresses 
only the lower riverway (see “Relationship 
to Other Planning Efforts to This Plan” 
section). 


On September 19, 1975 the original bound- 
ary for the entire riverway was published, 
consistent with the requirements of section 
3(b) of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. In March 1977 all islands 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of 
Land Management were withdrawn from 
entry, pursuant to a 1968 letter signed by 
the secretary of interior, and on August 6, 
1986, they were transferred to the National 
Park Service. Additions and deletions were 
made in 1983, creating a net increase of 82 
acres. In March of 1990 a boundary change 
was made in Prescott (Pierce County), 
Wisconsin. Legal descriptions are available 
from the managing agencies. 


The Lower St. Croix Riverway is a narrow 
corridor that runs for 52 miles along the 
boundary of Minnesota and Wisconsin, 
from St. Croix Falls/Taylors Falls to the 
confluence with the Mississippi River at 
Prescott/Point Douglas. Although the 
riverway has a natural appearance for long 
stretches, much of the riverway is adjacent 
to the rapidly growing Twin Cities metro- 
politan area. Municipalities along the 
riverway include St. Croix Falls, Taylors 
Falls, Osceola, Marine on St. Croix, 
Stillwater, Oak Park Heights, Bayport, 
North Hudson, Hudson, Lakeland, 
Lakeland Shores, Lake St. Croix Beach, St. 
Mary’s Point, Afton, and Prescott. The St. 
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Croix passes through various landscapes — 
from a deep, narrow gorge with basalt 
cliffs to expansive views of a wide river 
valley — and includes diverse biological 
communities. The riverway’s scenery, 
plentiful fish and wildlife, largely 
unpolluted, free-flowing character, 
numerous access points, and closeness to 
the Twin Cities attract many people in the 
late spring, summer, and fall. Users 
participate in a wide range of recreational 
activities in the lower riverway, including 
motorboating, sailing, canoeing, swim- 
ming, camping, picnicking, wildlife 

vie wing, fishing, and hunting. 


The authorized boundary for the Lower St. 
Croix National Scenic Riverway encom- 
passes approximately 25,346 acres of land 
and water (see Boundary map on page 7). 
The National Park Service manages the 
upper 27 miles of lands and waters 
(approximately 9,542 acres — referred to 
as the federally administered zone) under 
fee simple ownership or as conservation, 
riverfront, and scenic easements. The law 
requires that the lower 25 miles of the 
lower riverway (referred to as state- 
administered zone) be administered by the 
states of Minnesota and Wisconsin, and 
that development planning for the riverway 
be conducted jointly by the states and the 
secretary of the interior. 


While the National Park Service’s land 
acquisition authority is limited to the 
federally administered zone (north of 
Stillwater), the Park Service does have 
some management responsibilities in the 
state-administered zone (Stillwater south). 
Similarly the states have land management 
authority over private lands throughout the 
riverway (both north and south of Stillw- 
ater). The National Park Service and the 
states all have management responsibility 
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over water surface use north of Stillwater, 
whiie the states have management respon- 
sibility from Stillwater south. The three 
agencies, as well as other state and federal 
agencies, share many other natural resource 
management responsibilities. 


As of June 1997, approximately 15,804 
acres of land and water were in the state- 
administered zone. Much of the land along 
the lower 25 miles is in private ownership. 
The two states have several scenic 
easements on land within the riverway, 
(202 acres in Wisconsin and 80 acres in 
Minnesota), and the state of Minnesota 
owns land for a public boat access. Several 
Wisconsin and Minnesota state parks and a 
Wisconsin wildlife management area also 
are adjacent to the riverway boundary. 


LEGISLATIVE PURPOSES 
FOR ESTABLISHING THE 
LOWER ST. CROIX 


By the 1950s decades of damming, devel- 
opment, and diversion had taken their toll 
on our country’s rivers. During the 1960s, 
the country began to recognize the damage 
we were inflicting. Recognition led to ac- 
tion by Congress to preserve the beauty 
and free-flowing nature of some of our 
most precious waterways. In 1968 Con- 
gress passed and President Lyndon John- 
son signed into law the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. The purpose of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act is to protect and enhance 
the free-flowing character, water quality, 
and immediate environment of certain riv- 
ers. To be eligible for designation a river 
must be free flowing and must possess one 
or more outstandingly remarkable resource 
values (i.e., scenic, recreational, geologic, 
fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other 
similar value). The Lower St. Croix was 


found eligible by a Department of Interior 
study of 1972 for its outstanding scenic, 
recreational, and geologic values. 


The Congressional Record of October 
i972, which led to the designation of the 
Lower St. Croix, provides more insight 
into the purposes for establishing the 
Lower St. Croix. It contains numerous 
references to the uniqueness of the Lower 
St. Croix. Senator Henry Jackson said: 


“I should point out that this is one of 
the last remaining major rivers in the 
United States which lies within a major 
metropolitan area and is still relatively 
unspoiled. The river borders the eastern 
boundary of the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
urban area and is within easy access of 
over 2 million people. Ironically, it is 
this accessibility which places in 
jeopardy the features which make this 
river an Outstanding natural resource, 
and which makes it imperative that the 
river quickly receive protection under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act... . 
Final action on the St. Croix bill is 
urgently needed. If comprehensive 
protection is not extended to the river- 
way, the St. Croix will eventually 
become one more city river, its waters 
poisoned with pollution, its shorelines 
gutted with indiscriminate 
development.” 


While many today refer to the Lower St. 
Croix as a “metro river,” in planning for its 
future management, it is important to 
remember that Congress established it 
specifically to keep it from becoming just 
“one more city river.” 
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FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES FOR 
THE COOPERATIVE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 


Classification and Outstandingly 
Remarkable Values 


Classification. Rivers designated under the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are 
classified as “wild,” “scenic,” or “recrea- 
tional,” depending on the extent of 
development and accessibility along each 
segment of river. Wild rivers are generally 
inaccessible except by trail; scenic rivers 
are largely undeveloped, but are accessible 
in places by road; and recreational rivers 
are readily accessible by road. The upper 
10 miles of the Lower St. Croix are 
classified as scenic, whereas the lower 42 
miles are classified as recreational. 


Rivers classified as recreational are often 
mistakenly thought to be somehow less 
deserving of protection than those 
classified as scenic or wild. The 
classification of a river is not intended to 
imply any management intent. For 
instance, a classification as recreational 
does not mean that the river must be 
managed or developed specifically for 
recreational activities. All rivers are 
managed to protect and enhance the values 
that caused them to be eligible for 
inclusion in the national wild and scenic 
rivers system, regardless of their 
classification. 


Classification is important only in that 
development and accessibility should not 
be allowed to increase to such an extent 
that a river’s classification would change. 
In other words, development that would 
change a river’s classification from wild to 
scenic or from scenic to recreational should 
not be allowed. However, while it may be 
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unlikely, there is no similar prohibition 
against removing development to change a 
river's Classification from recreational to 
scenic or from scenic to wild. 


Outstandingly ” :markable Values. 
Classification is often confused with 
outstandingly remarkable values. To be 
eligible for inclusion in the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System a river or its 
immediate environment must possess one 
or more of the following outstandingly 
remarkable values: scenic, recreational, 
geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cul- 
tural, or others that are similar in nature. A 
river classified as scenic may or may not 
include scenery as an outstandingly 
remarkable value, and a river classified as 
recreational may or may not include recrea- 
tion as an outstandingly remarkable value. 


The Lower St. Croix was designated for its 
outstandingly remarkable scenic, recrea- 
tional, and geologic values. Section 7(a) of 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides 
substantial protection to designated rivers. 
It states that: 


“no department or agency of the United 
States shall assist by loan, grant, 
license, or otherwise in the construc- 
tion of any water resources project that 
would have a direct and adverse effect 
on the values for which such river was 
established, as determined by the 
Secretary charged with its 
administration.” 


The National Park Service is responsible 
for evaluating water resource projects 
proposed on the Lower St. Croix according 
to the provisions of section 7. Water 
resources projects are those that involve 
alterations to the bed or banks of the river 
and include bank stabilization projects, 
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bridges, and docking facilities. Most 
require permits from the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers or U.S. Coast Guard. 


The National Park Service and other agen- 
cies manage the Lower St. Croix to protect 
and enhance all its important resource val- 
ues. Because of the wording of section 
7(a), in evaluating the impacts of a project, 
the primary concern of the Park Service 
will be the potential impact of a project on 
the values for which the | ower St. Croix 
was designated — its scenic, recreational, 
and geologic values. 


Several other key elements also form the 
foundation for this plan, including the 
purposes of the lower riverway, its signifi- 
cance and exceptional resources and val- 
ues, and the vision or goal for the lower 
riverway. These elements set the direction 
and limits for the plan and are basic to all 
assumptions about how the riverway 
should be used and managed, beginning 
with the following principles: 








1. The riverway must be managed 
cooperatively. There must be a framework for 
federal, state, and local cooperative 
management. 

2. The river cannot be taken out of its 
watershed. While the riverway as a manage- 
ment entity is contained within a narrow cor- 
ridor. it is profoundly influenced by activities 
in the larger watershed. Therefore, it is impor- 
tant to realize that this plan is being developed 
in conjunction with a companion Watershed 
Stewardship Initiative. 
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PURPOSES, SIGNIFICANCE, AND 
EXCEPTIONAL RESOURCES/ 
VALUES OF THE LOWER 
RIVERWAY 


The purposes, significance, and excep- 
tional resources/values of the lower river- 
way are three of the key elements that 
shaped the development of this cooperative 
management plan. These reaffirm the 
previously identified outstandingly remark- 
able values. The purposes tell why the 
Lower St. Croix was set aside as a unit in 
the national wild and scenic rivers sv stem. 
The significance of the lower rive: » ay 
addresses what makes the area special — 
why it is important to our natural and/or 
cultural heritage and how it differs from 
other rivers in the country. The lower 
riverway’s exceptional resources / values 
further elaborate why the Lower St. Croix 
is significant. All of the alternatives and 
management prescriptions in this manage- 
ment plan should be consistent with and 
support the lower riverway’s purposes and 
significance. 


Based on the above fundamental principles 
and the lower riverway’s enabling legisla- 
tion, legislative history, management 
agency policies, public input, and the 
knowledge and insights of the public, the 
following purpose and significance state- 
ments and exceptional resource s/values 
were identified for the Lower St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway. 


The purposes of the Lower St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway are to 


e Preserve and protect (and restore and 
enhaiice where appropriate) for present 
and future generations the lower 
riverway s ecological integrity, its 


natural and scenic resources, and its 
significant cultural resources. 


Accommodate a diverse range of 
recreational opportunities that do not 
detract from the exceptional natural, 
cultural, scenic, and aesthetic 
resources. 


Provide an environment that allows the 
opportunity for peace and solitude. 


Provide an opportunity for the educa- 
tion and study of the geologic, cultural, 
ecological, and aesthetic values to 
further enhance stewardship of the 
river. 


The Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway is significant for the following 
reasons: 


The riverway is an exceptional 
combination of high-quality natural and 
cultural resources, and scenic, 
aesthetic, and recreational values. 


These resources and valves exist in a 
distinctive river valley setting with a 
strong regional identity and character. 


These resources and values exist within 
the expanding Twin Cities 
metropolitan area. 


The Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway contains the following excep- 
tional resources and values: 


The valley’s varied cultural resources 
reflect its significant role over thou- 
sands of years as a river transportation 
corridor. 


The values of the Minnesota and 
Wisconsin communities provide a 
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broad constituency for the management 
and preservation of the Lower St. Croix 
Riverway. 


The 52 miles of the Lower St. Croix 
River is at the junction of three major 
biomes: conifer-hardwood forest, 
deciduous forest-woodland, and the 
prairie. The river has high water quality 
from a myriad of sources in the 
watershed. 


The juxtaposition of landforms and 
geologic features, including the bluffs, 
islands, the Dalles, and Lake St. Croix, 
are unique. 


Towns along the river corridor retain 
their historic small town character. 


The diversity of scenic, geologic, 
economic, cultural, recreational, and 
exceptional natural resources combine 
to make the Lower St. Croix River an 
outstanding and accessible resource for 
the Upper Midwest. 


The natural communities, both terres- 
trial and aquatic, are diverse and of 
high quality. The sloughs, backwaters, 
braided streams, and other river fea- 
tures provide habitat for native plants 
and animals. Rare and endangered 
plants and animals, including mussels, 
eagles, and others, thrive here. The 
river corridor is an important flyway 
for migrating birds and contains an 
exceptionally diverse fishery. 


The exceptional characteristics and 
diversity of the linear riverway provide 
for a wide variety of high-quality recre- 
ational experiences. People can easily 
find opportunities, ranging from peace 
and solitude to dynamic social inter- 
action. 
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VISION FOR THE LOWER ST. 
CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC 
RIVERWAY 


Based on the lower riverway’s purposes 
and significance. and the desired condi- 
tions for the riverway voiced by the public, 
a common vision or goal was agreed upon 
for the managing agencies to strive to 
achieve in the future. This vision, high- 
lighted in the box below, describes the 
overall riverway resource conditions, 
recreational experiences, land and water 
uses. 


Each action alternative describes different 
paths that strive to achieve this common 
vision. 








VISION 
The Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway 
continues to be an important natural protected 
corridor for people to use and enjoy. The river- 
way maintains a diversity of scenic, natural, and 
cultural resources while also preserving rural 
and small town qualities. The riverway's unpol- 
luted waters accommodate diverse recreational 
and living experiences, ranging from quiet soli- 
tude to highly social, motorized uses. This is an 
area of minimal conflicts, with riverway users, 
landowners, and managers working together and 
respecting each other. Coordinated and coopera- 
tive management of the riverway stresses and 
exemplifies stewardship. 








THE PLANNING PROCESS 


Planning for the lower riverway began in 
the winter of 1995-96. The Cooperative 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement was developed through a col- 
laborative effort, involving all interests that 
have a stake in the management of the 
lower riverway. With input from the pub- 
lic, the plan was prepared by an intera- 
gency planning team consisting of em- 
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ployees from the Minnesota and Wisconsin 
Departments of Natural Resources, Nation- 
al Park Service, and the Minnesota- 
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission. 


The Lower St. Croix Planning Task Force 
played a key role in completing this plan. 
The task force was established in 1996 to 
guide development of the cooperative 
management plan, facilitate participation 
of the riverway stakeholders in the plan- 
ning process, provide feedback on the three 
riverway managing agencies’ work, and 
help build stakeholder consensus on the 
future management of the lower riverway. 
Membership of the task force was open 
throughout the planning process to all 
interested citizens. 


Interested members of the public, citizens 
representing boaters, businesses, land- 
owners, environmental groups, local 
governments, and various other interests, 
and staff of the riverway managing 
agencies served on the volunteer task 
force. From February 1996 through August 
1998, 53 meetings were held to work on 
the plan. These meetings covered a host of 
topics, including the riverway’s biotic, 
geologic, and cultural resources, recreation 
issues, local riverway zoning, river cross- 
ings, vegetation management, interpre- 
tation, winter recreation, island manage- 
ment, riverway administration, commercial 
navigation, boundary adjustments, and 
management structure. The meetings 
focused on issues facing the lower river- 
way; its purposes, significance, and 
exceptional resources; the development 
and refinement of the land use and water 
use alternatives in the plan; different 
options for the lower riverway manage- 
ment structure; guidelines for revisions to 
the states’ land and water use regulations; 


and on the interagency planning team’s 
work. 


The first major step in the planning process 
was to collect data and identify goals for 
the lower riverway. The planning process 
reaffirmed the purposes, identified the 
significance and exceptional resources/ 
values, examined desired futures, devel- 
oped a vision statement, determined issues 
and concerns that need to be addressed in 
the plan, and identified planning mandates 
and constraints. Data on the lower river- 
way’s resources, users, and the socioec- 
onomic environment were also collected 
and analyzed. 


A set of options was developed on the 
organizational structure for managing the 
lower riverway and a preferred option 
identified, and guidelines were established 
for use by the states of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin to revise their land and water 
use regulatious within the lower riverway’s 
boundaries. 


After the alternatives were completed, the 
environmental consequences and implica- 
tions of each alternative were analyzed. 
Then all of the above information, includ- 
ing the land and water use alternatives, 
management structure options, environ- 
mental impact analysis, and the state 
guidelines, was incorporated into this Final 
Cooperative Management Plan / 
Environmental Impac: Statement. 


Because of the complex makeup of the 
lower riverway, which traverses or abuts 
five state parks, one state wildlife manage- 
ment area, five counties, 15 incorporated 
communities, and 35 townships, and the 
diverse publics interested in the future of 
the riverway, public involvement was an 
important aspect throughout the planning 
process. The task force was one conduit by 
which the public could participate in the 
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planning process. Additional opportunities 
also were provided to the public to give 
their views on the lower riverway’s 
purposes and significance, exceptional 
resource values, vision, issues and con- 
cerns, desired future conditions, and the 
preliminary management alternatives. 
Newsletters, workbooks, and media 
articles were the primary means relied on 
to communicate with the general public. A 
mailing list of about 720 individuals and 
groups was developed during the course of 
the project. Newsletters were mailed out in 
November and May 1996, and an alterna- 
tives workbook was mailed to the public in 
April 1997. Additional workbooks were 
mailed out to the public in April and May 
of 1998 for workshops on the selection of 
the preferred alternative, management 
structure, and on the guidelines for state 
regulations. Meetings were also held with 
local units of government, user groups, and 
other interested organizations to discuss 
the alternatives. (See the “Consultation and 
Coordination” section for more informa- 
tion about public involvement to date.) 


PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 


Several major issues were identified that 
form the focus of this Cooperative Man- 
agement Plan. All have the potential to 
impact important natural and cultural re- 
sources. Some of these issues and concerns 
will not be fully resolved in this manage- 
ment plan, but the plan will establish a 
framework to resolve them in the future. 
Certain issues and concerns will be addres- 
sed in more detail in the St. Croix Water- 
shed Stewardship Initiative or as part of the 
interagency St. Croix Basin Water Re- 
sources Management Plan. 


CONTEXT FOR THE PLAN 





PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 


There are 13 fundamental assumptions that under- 
pin the plan for the Lower St. Croix. These 
assumptions are considered to be “givens,” which 
will hold regardless of how the lower riverway is 
managed in the future. 


e The region will continue to urbanize and the 
regional population will continue to increase. 


e The values of people living along the lower 
riverway are changing as new people move 
into the area. 


e User demand will increase. 


e The potential for resource degradation will 
increase. 


e The enabling legislation will not change. 


e Planning will be grounded on the lower 
riverway’s purposes, significance, and 
exceptional resources. 


e The management agency missions will not 
change. 


e State lands along the lower riverway will be 
managed in a manner consistent with the 
cooperative management plan. 


e Management areas will be applied to all lands 
and waters within the riverway boundary. 


e Numerous variables such as floods affecting 
the Lower St. Croix are not under the control 
of the riverway managing agencies. 


e The lower riverway will be managed in manner 
that provides as safe a condition as possible. 


e The cooperative management plan will not 
solve all conflicts between user groups and 
between riparian landowners and user groups. 


e Changes in statutes, rules, and policies will be 
pursued to implement the plan. 











Conflicts Between Boaters 


Boaters seeking different types of experi- 
ences and engaged in different activities 
create conflicts along the riverway. These 
conflicts present management issues 
related to watercraft noise, horsepower, 
speed, type, and access from the Missis- 
sippi River; opportunities for solitude 
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versus social experiences; boat wakes; 
angling; safety; special events (including 
large-group events); and the availability of 
boater facilities (such as accesses, way- 
sides, beaches, campsites, private docks, 
moorings, and sanitary facilities). 


Conflicts Between River Users and 
Riparian Landowners 


Riparian landowners routinely express 
displeasure with the behavior of some 
boaters. For example, some landowners 
complain that boaters trespass and litter on 
their property, and that boat wakes create 
erosion of the shoreline. They feel the 
riverway is being managed in favor of 
boaters. Boaters, on the other hand, wish to 
continue recreational use of the river and 
are concerned about excessive restrictions. 


Impacts of Changing Land Uses 


The landscape along the lower riverway 
and in adjacent areas is undergoing rapid 
change in response to regional population 
growth, increasing urbanization, and 
changing land use patterns. The population 
residing in the five counties along the 
lower riverway increased from 
approximately 189,800 people in 1970 to 
361,600 people in 1995 (Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, Economic & Statistics 
Administration 1997; CD Rom disk). The 
number of structures documented within 
the riverway’s legal boundaries increased 
from an estimated 1,900 in 1973 to 2,225 
in 1991, with about 82% of the new 
structures added in the state-administered 
zone (Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary 
Area Commission 1993). The acreage of 
urban land in the counties doubled from 
1973 to 1991, taking place primarily in 











western St. Croix County and eastern 
Washington County (Minnesota-Wisconsin 
Boundary Area Commission 1994). All of 
these changes are affecting the riverway’s 
natural and cultural resources, scenic 
quality, cultural character, and recreational 
experiences. 


Inconsistencies in the Application and 
Enforcement of Zoning Standards and 
Regulations 


All county and municipal governments 
along the Lower St. Croix have adopted 
riverway zoning ordinances. However, 
there are different zoning standards for 
municipal and rural areas in both Minne- 
sota and Wisconsin. Confusion and 
misunderstandings have resulted from 
unclear, subjective language in the 
ordinances. Complicating the situation 
further, the two state departments of 
natural resources have veto power over 
local riverway zoning decisions. Land- 
owners are upset that the ordinances appear 
to be inconsistently applied and enforced 
by the local governments and departments 
of natural resources. Landowners some- 
times get mixed messages about what they 
can and cannot do on their property. On the 
other hand, local governments have 
problems trying to interpret the intent of 
the ordinances and rules and in dealing 
with variance requests for improvements to 
existing developments. 


Impacts on Water Quality and Quantity 


Although the lower riverway’s water 
quality today is generally considered to be 
good, differences in water quality stand- 
ards, designations, and policies between 
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Minnesota and Wisconsin could lead to 
inconsistencies in protection of the river- 
way’s water quality. There are concerns 
about pollution entering the riverway from 
sources outside the boundary. Runoff from 
agricultural lands, roads, urban areas, and 
groundwater contamination from septic 
systems are all potential pollution sources 
that may be affecting the lower riverway’s 
tributaries. In addition, discharges from 
municipal and industrial wastewater 
facilities may be affecting the riverway’s 
water quality. As a result of increasing 
nutrients in the riverway, Lake St. Croix 
and the riverway’s backwaters are begin- 
ning to show signs of eutrophication 
(increased algae blooms, and unpleasant 
odors). Fish also have been contaminated 
with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and 
several organic compounds, which has 
resulted in the states of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin issuing fish consumption advis- 
ories for the St. Croix. As the population 
and developments continue to increase 
near the river and its tributaries, the poten- 
tial for degradation of the riverway’s water 
quality will increase. Another concern is 
low water releases from operation of the 
St. Croix Falls dam in the winter. Low 
flows could jeopardize mussel and fish 
populations by dewatering part of their 
habitat. 


Potential Loss of Native Mussel Species 


The St. Croix River has one of the richest 
freshwater mussel communities in the 
world. The segment of the lower riverway 
from the Northern States Power dam at St. 
Croix Falls/Taylor Falls (NSP dam) to 
Osceola has especially high-quality mussel 
habitat, as does the Hudson Narrows. 
However, native mussel species — 
including two federally endangered and 
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many stated listed species — are threat- 
ened by water pollutants, sedimentation, 
the spread of the zebra mussels, loss of 
habitat, direct human impacts, and fluctua- 
tion of water flows caused by hydropower 
peaking operations. 


Effects of Recreational Use 
on Natural Resources 


Islands and shorelines are being eroded; 
vegetation is being trampled at landings, 
campsites, and popular day use areas; and 
human wastes are being deposited in the 
river. If recreational use continues to 
increase, other resources impacts are likely 
to increase, altering the riverway’s soils, 
vegetation, wildlife, and water quality in 
localized areas. 


Effects of Recreational Use on the 
Islands 


For the past several generations, people 
have used the islands in the lower riverway 
for camping and picnicking. People beach 
their boats on the shoreline of the islands 
and set up camp. Without designated 
camping sites, these campers use most of 
the available space. As a result, ground 
vegetation is minimal or nonexistent, 
littering is common, and wastes have been 
left indiscriminately on the islands. Condi- 
tions have deteriorated to the point that 
some users have been displaced and 


riparian landowners have made complaints. 


Need for Concessions Management 


The number of people using outfitters on 
the lower riverway is increasing, and these 
operations have the potential to signifi- 
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cantly affect the experience of visitors on 
the riverway and its resources (e.g., crowd- 
ing, noise, bank erosion, and sanitation 
problems). Therefore, managing agencies 
will continue to monitor and regulate these 
operations as required to protect these 
values. 


Spread of Exotic Species 


Although there is insufficient information 
regarding the distribution and abundance 
of nonnative or exotic species, they are 
found along the lower riverway. In 1985 
more than 80 exotic plant species were 
listed for the riverway, including purple 
loosestrife, spotted knapweed, and reed 
canary grass (NPS 1985). The riverway’s 
native species are being adversely affected 
by these species. Another species of 
concern, the zebra mussel, has not yet 
spread through the lower riverway but 
zebra mussels have been found on boats 
entering the lower riverway and on boats 
harbored on the St. Croix. 


Loss and Fragmentation of Native Plant 
Communities 


Although remnants of all of the native 
plant communities still exist on the lower 
riverway and the vegetation appears to be 
“natural,” the plant communities are con- 
tinuing to be affected by people. Manage- 
ment practices along the riverway, grazing, 
use of fire and suppression of wildfires, 
clearing for agriculture and development, 
the introduction of exotic species, natural 
plant succession, and diseases (e.g., white 
pine blister rust, and oak wilt) and insects 
(e.g., gypsy moth) are altering the native 
plant communities in varying degrees. The 
prairie and oak savanna communities along 


the lower riverway have been the most 
severely affected by people. 


Lack of Information on Natural and 
Cultural Resources 


Many resources of the lower riverway have 
not been inventoried and evaluated. Base- 
line data on many biological resources, 
including current biological characteristics 
and trends, is lacking. A lack of knowledge 
of the St. Croix fishery, for example, limits 
understanding of potential impacts to the 
fishery. Most of the riverway’s natural 
resources are not being monitored. Some 
basic cultural resource data, such as infor- 
mation on archeological sites and on cul- 
tural landscapes, is still lacking. Native 
American burial sites also are not known 
and frequently are not protected from 
development. Without this basic natural 
and cultural resource information, the 
managing agencies will not be aware of 
significant resources in the riverway, 
impacts that are occurring to those 
resources, Or management strategies 
needed to protect and maintain these 
resources. 


Lack of Cultural Resource 
Management 


Cultural resource management has been a 
lower priority than management of natural 
resources. As a result, there is the potential 
for the degradation and loss of cultural 
resources and a loss in the opportunity to 
interpret the riverway’s resources for users. 
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Impacts of New River Crossings 


The Lower St. Croix is on the edge of the 
rapidly growing Twin Cities metropolitan 
area. Growth is occurring on both sides of 
the riverway. With the riverway’s north- 
south alignment, there will be continued 
pressure for people, commodities, com- 
munications systems, and energy systems 
to cross the riverway. These various types 
of crossings potentially can affect the 
riverway’s resources, although to different 
degrees. Proposals to build or expand 
highway or railroad bridges can signifi- 
cantly impact the riverway’s scenic quality. 
Construction of submarine crossings can 
affect aquatic resources. Utility lines have 
a visual impact, and right-of-way mainte- 
nance for crossings such as pipelines can 
impact resources. A lack of coordination 
among the companies and agencies pro- 
posing projects, regulatory agencies, and 
riverway Managing agencies also encour- 
ages crossings to proliferate and com- 
pounds the potential for impacts. 


Access to the Riverway 


There are differing views as to whether 
boat access to the lower riverway is 
adequate. Some argue that increased boat 
access (e.g., more access points and 
marinas) is needed so more people can 
enjoy the riverway. Others argue that boat 
access needs to be reduced to decrease 
crowding and resource impacts and to 
provide opportunities for experiences that 
are rapidly disappearing in the region (e.g., 
quality fishing, quiet, and solitude). 


Navigation Channel Maintenance 


Congress authorized the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers to maintain a 9-foot 
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navigation channel from the confluence 
with the Mississippi River to Stillwater, 
and a 3-foot navigation channel up to the 
NSP dam. However, the Corps has not 
maintained the 3-foot channel for many 
years. Channel maintenance plans for the 
9-foot channel assume only the Kinnicki- 
nnic Narrows will require dredging in the 
next 40 years. The operation and mainte- 
nance of these channels can impact, and be 
impacted by, resource management strate- 
gies, recreational use characteristics, 
aesthetics, recreational boater safety, and 
aquatic resources. For example, if the 9- 
foot channel is not periodically dredged in 
places, eventually some commercial users 
would not be able to use the Lower St. 
Croix. On the other hand, if the 3-foot 
channel was maintained, it would provide 
easier motorboat access. 


Perceived Lack of Enforcement 


Five county sheriff departments, two state 
departments of natural resources, and the 
National Park Service all provide on-water 
enforcement. However, there is uneven 
enforcement, and uneven enforcement 
capabilities, between all the agencies. 
Although there have been and are still 
efforts underway, there is a perception that 
on-water law enforcement is poorly coordi- 
nated among the agencies, leading to gaps 
in enforcement coverage at times, dupli- 
cation of enforcement coverage at other 
times, and inconsistencies in enforcement. 


Inconsistencies in Regulation of 
Recreational Uses 


Users have complained about inconsis- 
tencies in the way in which the National 
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Park Service and the Wisconsin and Min- 
nesota Departments of Natural Resources 
regulate boating, fishing, hunting, and 
trapping in the riverway. For example, 
watercraft noise laws are slightly different 
in the two states and are difficult to 
enforce. In Minnesota, the counties have 
veto power over State water-surface use 
regulations, which also has the potential to 
lead to inconsistencies. 


Lack of Coordination 


There is a need for better coordination, 
communication, and cooperation, and 
integrated management and planning 
between the riverway managing agencies 
and the federal, state, and local govern- 
ments. In particular, local and regional 
governments have expressed frustration 
that they lack a vote or even a seat at the 
table when management policies are 
established for the lower riverway. Insuf- 
ficient coordination occurs with other 
agencies that have management responsi- 
bilities on the St. Croix, such as the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency, and the Minne- 
sota and Wisconsin departments of trans- 
portation. There is also a need for better 
coordination and communication between 
the public and the riverway managing 
agencies. 


Issues Not Addressed in the Cooperative 
Management Plan 


Several ongoing issues and projects are not 
directly addressed by this plan. The ques- 
tion of whether or not to build a new 
bridge between Houlton and Stillwater was 


and continues to be addressed in a separate 
environmental impact statement developed 
by the Minnesota and Wisconsin Depart- 
ments of Transportation and Federal 
Highway Administration, with input from 
the National Park Service, the Minnesota 
and Wisconsin Departments of Natural 
Resources, and others. The question of 
whether or not to build a replacement for 
the existing lift bridge at Stillwater is an 
issue that will be addressed in separate 
environmental impact processes, inde- 
pendent of this plan. 
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One other existing proposal for the lower 
riverway also is not addressed in this plan. 
A proposal to build an electrical transmis- 
sion line across the river in the Taylors 
Falls/St. Croix Falls area is being 
addressed in a separate environmental 
review process being led by the Rural 
Utility Service, the Minnesota 
Environmental Quality Board, and the 
Wisconsin Public Service Commission. 
The question of whether to build this line, 
called the Chisago Project, and if so, 
where, is being addressed independently of 
this plan. 


OTHER RELATED PLANNING EFFORTS 


Several other plans — both within the 
riverway and the larger watershed — are in 
place or are being developed, all of which 
provide management direction to the lower 
riverway. These plans are summarized 
below. 


An Interagency Cooperative Fisheries 
Management Plan for the riverway, 
developed by the Minnesota and 
Wisconsin Departments of Natural 
Resources and the National Park Service, 
will* released in 2000. The plan will set 
the framework for cooperative manage- 
ment of the fisheries resources of the 
riverway. 


Recovery plans for the Higgins’ eye mussel 
and the winged mapleleaf mussel were 
completed in 1983 and 1997. The Higgins’ 
eye plan is currently being updated. These 
recovery plans prescribe management 
actions to protect the mussels and their 
habitat and to lead eventually to stable 


populations. 


A General Management Plan for the 
Upper St. Croix National Scenic Riverway 
was recently completed by the National 
Park Service. The plan for the Upper St. 
Croix and Namekagon Rivers also addres- 
ses an array of management issues. Al- 
though there is a clear link between the two 
areas and their management, and the plan- 
ning processes are related, the distinction is 
that the Upper St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway is solely managed by the Nation- 
al Park Service. The states of Minnesota 
and Wisconsin and the Minnesota-Wiscon- 
sin Boundary Area Commission cooper- 
ated in the development of the plan for the 
upper riverway. This planning process for 
the upper riverway began in the winter of 


20 


1994-95. The final plan was published in 
August 1998. 


The St. Croix Watershed Stewardship 
Initiative is being prepared in conjunction 
with the cooperative management plan 
through efforts of the planning task force 
and partnership team members. Based 
largely on recognition of the important 
relationship between the St. Croix River- 
way and its approximately 7,760 square- 
mile watershed in Minnesota and Wiscon- 
sin, this initiative will be a “vision-type” 
plan that embraces the unique and precious 
character of the area. Collaborative plan- 
ning includes participation by citizens and 
local and regional governments. The pro- 
duct will be a guidebook that is companion 
to the Cooperative Management Plan for 
the riverway, which includes common 
visions as well as management of the 
watershed through proper stewardship 
efforts. A strong connection will be shown 
that what happens on the lower riverway is 
strongly influenced by what happens in the 
watershed. A watershed resources directory 
and a website and anticipated yearly sym- 
posiums are also part of the initiative. 


The National Park Service has prepared a 
Water Resource Management Plan (NPS 
1997) to guide actions in the federally ad- 
ministered portions of both the upper and 
lower riverway. This plan summarizes 
data, recommends additional research, 
inventories, and monitoring, and proposes 
actions to address management issues such 
as establishing a cooperative interagency 
database. Work on this plan was completed 
in spring 1997. 


The St. Croix River Basin Water Resources 
Management Plan is being prepared by an 


interagency task force, which includes the 
U.S. Geological Survey, National Park 
Service, the Wisconsin and Minnesota 
Departments of Natural Resources, the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 
Metropolitan Council, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the University of 
Minnesota, the Great Lakes Indian Fish 
and Wildlife Commission, and the 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission. This project’s goal is to 
protect and improve the quality of the 
surface and groundwater resources of the 
St. Croix River basin through coordinated 
planning and management. Ek ments of 
this process were completed in 1995 and 
1997, and other elements are scheduled for 
completion in 1999 and 2001. 


The National Water Quality Assessment 
Program examines the status and trends in 
water quality in the upper Mississippi 
River basin between Royalton, Minnesota, 
and Lake Pepin (in both Wisconsin and 
Minnesota), including the St. Croix basin. 
This study, led by the U.S. Geological 
Survey, is aimed at providing water quality 
information to policymakers; as such, it is 
a valuable contributor of information to the 
St. Croix River basin water resources 
management plan process. A report is 
scheduled to be completed in 2001. 


The Zebra Mussel Task Force Action Plan 
presents a strategy to prevent or slow the 
spread of the zebra mussel into the St. 
Croix Riverway (see appendix G). The task 
force, composed of representatives of the 
National Park Service, Minnesota and 
Wisconsin Departments of Natural 
Resources, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife 
Commission and Minnesota-Wisconsin 
Boundary Area Commission updates this 
plan annually. 
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Several other NPS plans relate specifically 
to both the upper riverway and the 
federally administered portion of the lower 
riverway. These include the Resources 
Management Plan, Land Protection Plan, 
and the Strategic Plan. These plans are 
updated periodically. (The National Park 
Service is also preparing a Fire Manage- 
ment Plan for the upper and lower river- 
way, which addresses fire suppression and 
prescribed burning for ecosystem restora- 
tion purposes.) 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pre- 
pared a channel maintenance management 
plan in 1997. This plan, which is updated 
regularly, provides historic data on the St. 
Croix channel and states the Corps’ dredg- 
ing policy, mitigation strategies, and co- 
ordination for maintaining the navigation 
channel in the St. Croix. The plan specific- 
ally focuses on work needed to maintain 
the channel in the Kinnickinnic Narrows 
and at Hudson. 


Because the boundary of the riverway 
either includes or is directly adjacent to 
several state and county properties, there 
are many state, county, city, and regional 
plans that could significantly influence the 
riverway. These include management plans 
for Minnesota Interstate, Wisconsin 
Interstate, William O’Brien, Afton, and 
Kinnickinnic State Parks; St. Croix Bluffs 
Regional Park; and the St. Croix Islands 
Wildlife Area. All of the counties also 
have revised, or are in the process of 
developing, comprehensive land 
use/zoning plans: Chisago County has 
updated its shoreline and zoning ordinance 
and comprehensive plan; Washington 
County recently completed updating its 
comprehensive plans; Pierce County has a 
comprehensive plan in place and recently 
adopted a comprehensive zoning 
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ordinance; and Polk, St. Croix and Chisago 
Counties are revising and developing 
comprehensive land use plans. 


Numerous cities and towns along the Low- 
er St. Croix have also comprehensive plans 
or are in the process of updating land and 
zoning planning guidelines. 


Also of importance to the Lower St. Croix 
Riverway is the Metropolitan Council. 
Influencing significant portions of the area 
in proximity to the Twin Cities in 
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Minnesota are regional planning efforts 
that include current and long range urban 
development guidelines. The council’s 
policies directed toward guiding the 
region’s growth include the Aviation 
Policy Plan, the Recreation Open Space 
Policy Plan, the Transportation Policy 
Plan, the Water Resources Management 
Policy Plan, and the Regional Blueprint. 


NEXT STEPS IN THE PLANNING PROCESS 


This Final Cooperative Management Plan 
/ Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway 
includes responses to substantive com- 
ments on the draft plan. It will be approved 
by the National Park Service’s Midwest 
regional director, the Wisconsin Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources secretary, and 
the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources commissioner. At least 30 days 
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after the final environmental impact 
Statement / cooperative management plan 
is printed, the National Park Service will 
publish a record of decision in the Federal 
Register. Following this process, the final 
cooperative management plan will be 
produced. The managing agencies will 
implement the plan as funding becomes 
available. 
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INTRODUCTION 


FRAMEWORK FOR THE 
ALTERNATIVES 


This chapter describes a range of alterna- 
tives for use and management of the Lower 
St. Croix National Scenic Riverway. The 
alternatives and the assessment of the 
potential environmental consequences of 
the alternatives, which is presented in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter, 
form the core of the Draft Cooperative 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement. Alternatives in this plan des- 
cribe different general concepts or visions 
for the future of the lower riverway over 
the next 15 to 20 years. They are intended 
to enable managers, users, neighbors, and 
the public to consider different approaches 
to managing users and resources, directing 
development, and resolving conflicts. 


The chapter is divided into several parts. 
First, there is a discussion of how the alter- 
natives were developed. A number of com- 
mon management directions and associated 
strategies that would be implemented 
under all alternatives are then described. 
The land and water management areas that 
would be applied in most of the alterna- 
tives follows that discussion. Next, the 
preferred alternative is presented — the 
plan the riverway managing agencies are 
proposing to implement on the Lower St. 
Croix — followed by four other alterna- 
tives for managing the land and water in 
the lower riverway. The “no action” alter- 
native is also presented, which describes 
how the lower riverway is currently man- 
aged and would be managed in the future if 
no major changes occurred. Each alterna- 
tive includes a description of the manage- 
ment concept and its intent, and a discus- 
sion of how the land and water in the 
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riverway would be managed. Each of the 
action alternatives have a map showing 
where different land and water manage- 
ment areas would be designated, a discus- 
sion of several key topics that vary be- 
tween the alternatives (e.g., river crossings, 
vegetative management), and a discussion 
of what would be needed to implement the 
alternative. Following these alternatives 
are other alternatives that were originally 
considered but not analyzed further. 


After the six land use/water use manage- 
ment alternatives, a set of options is pre- 
sented that identifies different organi- 
zational structures for the future manage- 
ment of the lower riverway along with a 
preferred option. Any of the management 
structure options could be combined with 
any of the land and water use management 
alternatives. 


Implementation costs for each alternative 
are presented at the end of the chapter. 
Tables summarizing the key differences 
between the land use and water use alterna- 
tives and the impacts of implementing the 
alternatives as well as tables summarizing 
the management structure options and their 
impacts follow the discussion. 


The preferred alternative and common 
management directions suggest guidelines 
for new state regulations governing land 
uses and water-based recreational (see 
appendixes A and B). Additional regula- 
tions of some riverway uses might be 
needed in the future. However, the manag- 
ing agencies would solicit additional public 
input before implementing any regulations 
that would alter use patterns or levels on 
the riverway, change land use, etc. This 
would include any new regulations pro- 
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posed as the result of the Cooperative 
Management Plan and any other possible 
future regulations not specifically identi- 
fied in this plan. If new federal regulations 
were needed, the National Park Service 
wouid print the proposed regulations in the 
Federal Register to solicit public 
comment. 


DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
ALTERNATIVES 


In developing the common management 
directions and the alternatives, several 
elements were considered: the lower 
riverway’s resources and uses, its purposes 
and significance, the overall vision for 
what the riverway ideally would look like 
in 20 years, the managing agencies’ mis- 
sions, mandates, and constraints, and the 
major riverway issues that reflect differing 
desired futures. 


A series of potential management areas 
were identified to describe desired user 
experiences and resource conditions that 
could be provided. Then different concepts 
were developed for managing the land uses 
and water surface uses within the riverway 
boundary. Five concepts were initially 
identified for land use management and 
five concepts for water surface manage- 
ment. When combined, these concepts 
could result in 25 possible alternatives. 
However, not all combinations were 
viable, reasonable alternatives, and from a 
practical standpoint it was too time 
consuming and costly to assess the 
implications of these alternatives. 


Five alternatives were selected for 
managing the Lower St. Croix, plus a “no 
action” alternative. After an alternatives 
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workbook was published, one of these 
alternatives —alternative E — was sub- 
sequently dismissed from further consid- 
eration. A series of additional meetings 
were then held to further refine the alter- 
natives and the common management 
directions. 


These five alternatives represent a full 
range of reasonable alternatives for man- 
aging the lower riverway. They address 
different desired futures while remaining 
consistent with the riverway principles, 
planning assumptions, purposes and 
significance, legislative mandates (e.g., the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the 
Endangered Species Act), and the lower 
riverway managing agencies’ missions. 


The next major step was to develop a 
preferred alternative. A public workshop 
was held using a caucus/negotiation 
process to develop the preferred alterna- 
tive. Individuals divided into caucus 
groups that were closest to their desired 
future for the riverway and determined 
what positions to take where there were 
different viewpoints. Representatives from 
these groups then met and negotiated to 
reach consensus where possible. Unre- 
solved issues were discussed at subsequent 
workshops. Of 106 decision points in 
development of a preferred alternative, 
consensus was reached on 79 issues (75%) 
and forwarded 27 issues for resolution by 
the management commission. 


It should be remembered that the preferred 
alternative could still change. Following 
public review of this draft document, more 
changes could be made to the preferred 
alternative, or a different alternative could 
be selected as the preferred alternative. 
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MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 


Several management actions need to be 
taken on the lower riverway regardless of 
which alternative is approved by the 
National Park Service and the Minnesota 
and Wisconsin Departments of Natural 
Resources. These management actions 
would be taken under all of the alternatives. 
Most of these actions are based on existing 
State and federal laws, cooperating agency 
policies, and general planning principles, all 
of which support the purposes and 
significance of the lower riverway. 


COORDINATION AND COOPERA- 
TION AMONG MANAGING PART- 
NERS AND BETWEEN GOVERN- 
MENTAL AND PRIVATE ENTITIES 


The National Park Service, Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources, and 
Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources have a long history of working 
together as managing partners on the lower 
riverway. The managing agencies would 
continue to work together to guide activities 
and management within the riverway 
consistent with the approved management 
plan. 


Because Minnesota and Wisconsin also 
manage lands that are adjacent but not 
within the riverway boundaries, the 
managing agencies would encourage 
management of both states’ lands (state 
parks, wildlife management areas, and 
natural areas) in a manner that would be 
consistent with the cooperative management 
plan. 


The enabling legislation for the riverway 
specifies that the National Park Service will 
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have primary management responsibility 
north of Stillwater and that the states will be 
the primary managers from Stillwater south. 
In practice however, there is significant 
overlap in jurisdictions. The states have the 
same on-water law enforcement authority 
and the same oversight over private land use 
both north and south of Stillwater. Despite 
jurisdictions that sometimes overlap and 
sometimes do not, the three managing 
agencies would strive to manage the entire 
riverway holistically. 


Although there are alternatives for certain 
approaches to management activities (see 
the “Introduction’”’), the managing agencies 
would coordinate management activities 
and responses to riverway issues and 
concerns to facilitate an integrated and 
consistent management approach. When- 
ever possible, the agencies would actively 
pursue and support cooperative studies and 
planning for land and water resources 
management in areas of mutual interest. 


Many other agencies and organizations 
within and outside the riverway also affect 
the management and use of the Lower St. 
Croix National Scenic Riverway. These 
include many private businesses, five 
counties, numerous municipalities and 
townships, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the Minnesota- 
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, other 
State agencies, and private groups and indi- 
viduals. The cooperation of these organi- 
zations is essential to the effective and 
efficient management of the lower riverway. 
The managing agencies would work 
cooperatively with all levels of government 
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and the private sector to ensure the protec- 
tion of the riverway’s resources and main- 
tain quality experiences for all users; man- 
age land use, water surface use, vegetation, 
wildlife, and fisheries; and deal with other 
issues of mutual concern. Cooperative 
relationships would be fostered through 


regular communication and establishment of 


informal and formal partnerships or 
agreements such as implementation of the 
Zebra Mussel Task Force Action Plan. The 
managing agencies would coordinate 
enforcement of laws and regulations with 
local governments and other state and 
federal agencies (e.g., Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engi- 
neers, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency). Optional 
riverway administrative and management 
frameworks for achieving a cooperative and 
coordinated management approach are 
presented later in this chapter. 


LAND USE MANAGEMENT 


Management of private land use is a 
partnership between the states and local 
governments. Local governments enact and 
enforce zoning ordinances based on state 
standards. Under no circumstances would 
State standards adopted for the riverway be 
less restrictive than statewide shoreland 
management standards. These standards 
apply to the lands within the rvierway 
boundary (as published in the Federal 
Register) between the dam at St. Croix Falls 
/ Taylors Falls and the confluence of the 
Mississippi River . 
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AMERICAN INDIAN 
TREATY RIGHTS 


Eight Anishinaabe, or Chippewa bands, the 
Mille Lacs, Fond du Lac, St. Croix, Bad 
River, Lac du Flambeau, Lac Court Oreilles, 
Sokagon, and Red Cliff, have had off- 
reservation treaty rights reaffirmed within 
the riverway. In the treaty signed in 1837, 
the Chippewa ceded lands to the U.S. 
government, but retained the rights to hunt, 
fish, and gather on these lands, including 
those along the St. Croix north of Cedar 
Bend (river mile 41, south of Osceola). All 
American Indian treaty rights would be 
respected. The managing partners would 
work with the affected tribes to ensure that 
tribal subsistence hunting, fishing, and 
gathering rights within the riverway were 
available to and appropriately exercised by 
tribal members. The National Park Service 
and state authorities recognize these treaty 
rights and would work with the tribes, 
individual bands, and the Great Lakes 
Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission to 
ensure that the rights would be honored and 
that issues of common interest would be 
addressed. 


Bands of the Sioux, or Dakota, nation at one 
time also occupied lands in the St. Croix 
valley. Although the Dakota have no treaty 
rights in the riverway, they retain historic 
and cultural ties to the area which must be 
respected. The managing partners would 
consult with representatives of the Dakota 
nation to identify significant sites associated 
with the tribe’s history and ensure proper 
interpretation of the Dakota’s historic use of 
the riverway. 


RIVERWAY STEWARDSHIP 


On the Lower St. Croix, stewardship would 
involve ensuring the rights of the current 
generation to use and enjoy the riverway 
without interfering with the rights of future 
generations to use and enjoy the same high- 
quality resource. 


The managing agencies would strongly 
encourage landowners, local governments, 
and riverway users to adopt, with a coopera- 
tive spirit, the riverway’s philosophy of 
preservation and protection of its significant 
resources and values. Building a steward- 
ship commitment among river landowners, 
local officials, and users would be essential 
because the state and federal governments 
could not achieve the long-term riverway 
protection goals alone. 


The managing agencies would work to build 
public stewardship and support for riverway 
protection. They would promote awareness, 
understanding , and support for protection 
of the riverway’s natural, cultural, scenic, 
and recreational values, and the rules, regu- 
lations, and policies that guide riverway 
activities and uses. This would be done in a 
variety of ways, such as interpretive exhib- 
its, educational outreach programs, news- 
letters, and presentations to local govern- 
ments and publics. Land and recreational 
use practices (e.g., soil erosion prevention, 
minimum impact camping) that protect and 
enhance riverway resources and values 
would also be encouraged, as would 
involvement by volunteer groups and 
individuals in organized river protection 
programs such as Adopt-a-River and 
Riverwatch. The Minnesota-Wisconsin 
Boundary Area Commission and private 
organizations, such as land trusts and the 
Wisconsin Farmland Conservancy, are 
actively involved in a variety of efforts to 
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promote private land stewardship in the 
riverway, and their roles are expected to 
continue in the future. 


The riverway is strongly influenced by what 
happens in the greater watershed. Locally 
initiated stewardship efforts would be inte- 
gral to managing and protecting environ- 
mental resources (e. g., wildlife habitat, 
remnant plant communities, scenic areas) 
not only within the riverway but within the 
greater viewshed, which frequently extends 
outside the riverway boundary and water- 
shed. Local government programs and 
policies that would promote voluntary 
means to help protect and preserve the 
riverway’s resources would be encouraged. 
Local initiatives within the watershed would 
complement the protective efforts within the 
riverway. Innovative and cooperative ef- 
forts, such as the land stewardship program 
initiated by Washington and Chisago Coun- 
ties in collaboration with their local units of 
government and citizens to create a pro- 
tected green corridor, is an example of one 
such effort. Other ongoing programs by the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
county conservation departments, and 
watershed districts would also continue to 
promote stewardship and use of best 
management practices. Forest stewardship 
programs are another example of landowner 
assistance with broad implications for 
mvatorrhad management. 


A Watershed Stewardship Initiative is in 
progress to address broader watershed 
issues facing the riverway. Work has begun 
to further engage citizens, interest groups, 
and governmental agencies into crafting an 
overall stewardship framework to identify 
and compile key issues, concerns, and 
opportunities within the larger St. Croix 
watershed area (totaling approximately 
7,760 square miles in Wisconsin and 
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Minnesota). Efforts are currently underway 
to identify the scope of the stewardship 
initiative, setting a common vision/ 
mission direction and organizing the wide 
variety of “stakeholder” groups in the St. 
Croix area. Since this initiative extends to 
the entire watershed and far beyond the 
regulatory boundary of the riverway, it 
depends entirely on the voluntary actions 
of citizens and local governments 
(additional description of the initiative is 
found on page 19). 


NATURAL RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 


Under all of the alternatives the lower 
riverway’s natural resources would continue 
to be managed in accordance with NPS and 
Minnesota and Wisconsin state policies and 
regulations. The managing agencies would 
Strive to maintain all the components and 
processes of the riverway’s naturally evolv- 
ing ecosystems, including the natural di- 
versity and ecological integrity of the 
riverway’s plants and animals. 


The managing agencies would pursue 
resource inventory, monitoring, and 
research programs to enhance knowledge of 
vegetative communities, wildlife popu- 
lations, and natural processes and to evalu- 
ate trends and threats. This information 
would provide the basis for the preparation 
and periodic updating of specific 
management plans (e.g., fisheries 
management plan, water resources 
management plan). 


Cooperative management of resources 
would be encouraged by conducting 
joint/cofunded programs and preparing 
comprehensive, interagency management 
plans where appropriate. 


Water Quality and Quantity 


The water quality of the Lower St. Croix is 
relatively good and is one of the riverway’s 
most important assets, but the quality of the 
river’s water is slowly degrading from a 
variety of point and nonpoint sources. The 
managing agencies and the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) would 
work to protect and improve the water 
quality of the lower riverway. Recognizing 
that the water quality management programs 
of both states are not identical, effective 
water quality protection and improvement 
would be enhanced by establishing uniform 
water quality goals for the lower river. The 
States would implement their planning, 
regulatory, and assistance programs to 
achieve agreed to water quality goals. This 
approach would apply to both point source 
and nonpoint source water quality 
management programs. 


The managing agencies and the MPCA, 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission, Environmental Protection 
Agency, and U.S. Geological Survey would 
continue to develop and implement water 
quality protection measures. Current 
activities are underway to complete a St. 
Croix Water Quality Management Plan. As 
established, this plan will be a compilation 
of current, ongoing, and projected technical 
water resources studies related to the St. 
Croix River and its’ 7,760 square- mile 
basin area. Included in the analysis are water 
quality monitoring programs, nutrient 
loading issues, impoundment affects, and 
other subjects relative to water quality 
impacts. This planning effort will address 
protection and improvement of both surface 
and groundwater resources within the entire 
St. Croix river drainage. Interagency devel- 
opment of a whole basin strategy for the St. 
Croix River would provide a more compre- 








hensive and integrated effort to establish 
uniform water quality goals and protect 
water resources. Studies and data collection 
needed to obtain information to determine 
specific water-quality goals and priorities 
has been initiated and will continue. 
Surveys of resource conditions and major 
pollutants and ground water contaminants, 
determination of the sources of pollutants 
both within and outside the riverway, 
identification of impacts from land- and 
water-based uses, and establishment of a 
long-term monitoring program would be 
pursued. Based on this information, specific 
goals, projects, and mitigating measures 
would be developed and implemented. 
Interagency partnerships with local 
governments would be used to focus 
financial resources and expertise on issues 
of common concern. Development and 
implementation of the basin water quality 
management plan would also be coordi- 
nated and integrated with other related basin 
area activities. Examples of these activities 
include the Upper Mississippi National 
Water Quality Assessment Program, 
Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources, Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency basin plans, local watershed plans, 
as well as other local programs by the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
county conservation departments, and 
watershed districts. 


Floods occur on a regular basis on the St. 
Croix. Damage to managing agencies’ 
lands and facilities from floods is usually 
related to deposition of sediment or erosion 
of shorelines. In the event of a large- 
magnitude flood with severe damage, 
restoration of facilities would be evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis. The managing 
agencies might choose to close damaged 
facilities and restore the location to natural 
conditions. Where there was damage, such 
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as bank erosion, that was not associated 
with managing agency facilities, natural 
forces would be allowed to take their 
course. 


As dams on the St. Croix River and its 
tributaries age, their removal may become a 
reasonable and even desirable option. As 
part of the water basin planning effort and 
other ongoing resource studies, the effects 
of the hydropower and nonhydropower 
impoundments and their operations on the 
St. Croix River and its tributaries would be 
investigated. Both the positive and negative 
changes to river morphology, water quality, 
biological communities, recreation, and 
aesthetics would be evaluated. Potential 
benefits to the long-term natural hydrologic 
and ecological conditions of the river and 
watershed from dam removal or operational 
flow modification would be identified. 


Air Quality 


The managing agencies monitor air 
quality-related values of the riverway from 
adverse air pollution impacts. Air quality 
related values include visibility, water 
quality, vegetation, wildlife, historic and 
prehistoric structures and objects, and 
other resources that could be degraded by 
air pollution. Air quality within the river- 
way and the effects of air pollutants upon 
the riverway’s resources is difficult to 
evaluate without adequate information. 
State air quality management programs 
would continue to be a primary mechanism 
for addressing air quality monitoring and 
pollutant prevention and control. In addi- 
tion, air quality indicators within the river- 
way, such as pollution-sensitive lichen 
species, would be identified and monitored 
to evaluate air quality trends. 
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Mussel Management 


A cooperative interagency approach is 
underway and would continue to protect and 
conserve the native freshwater mussel 
assemblage and habitat found within the St. 
Croix watershed. Mechanisms to increase 
coordination and information exchange 
among all agencies, organizations, and 
institutions that study, manage, conserve, or 
recover native freshwater mussels in the St. 
Croix watershed would be identified and 
developed. Fundamental knowledge about 
the mussel fauna and habitat is critical to 
effectively managing and conserving this 
resource. Studies would be initiated to 
enhance knowledge on the basic biology 
and habitat requirements, status and trends, 
and threats and impacts from various 
sources and activities to native mussel 
populations and their habitats. Management 
strategies would be developed to protect and 
reverse the decline of quality mussel habitat 
and to minimize or eliminate threats from 
zebra mussels and other non-native species. 
The Zebra Mussel Task Force Action Plan 
would continue to be fully implemented. 
Regulations prohibiting the harvesting or 
taking of mussels would continue to be 
strictly enforced in the federally admin- 
istered zone. 


The future of the freshwater mussel fauna as 
well as other aquatic and aquatic-dependent 
species of the riverway would depend a 
great deal on the degree of public and other 
agency support for aquatic ecosystem 
protection and recovery programs. An 
information and education program would 
be developed and implemented to increase 
public awareness of the plight of mussels 
and the benefits of maintaining the eco- 
logical integrity of aquatic ecosystems and 
to develop support for protection efforts. 
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Two mussel species, the winged mapleleaf 
and Higgins’ eye, are listed as federally 
endangered species. The managing agen- 
cies would continue to support the succes- 
sful implementation of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s recovery plans for these 
species. Habitat protection actions such as 
retrofitting bridges for spills containment 
and run-of-the-river hydropower genera- 
tion at the NSP dam should be evaluated 
for implementation. 


Fisheries Management 


The managing agencies, in cooperation with 
the Chippewa tribes, would manage the 
lower riverway’s fisheries to maintain the 
diversity and abundance of the riverway’s 
native fisheries and maintain and restore 
their aquatic habitat. Fish harvests would be 
managed to be sustainable and consistent 
with sound resource management principles. 
Resource inventory, monitoring, and 
research programs would be pursued to 
enhance knowledge of fish populations and 
their habitats to determine and evaluate 
changes in response to habitat dynamics, 
recreational fishing, land use, and manage- 
ment actions. The managing agencies com- 
pleted a Memorandum of Understanding 
related to fisheries management in the 
spring of 1998. One key element of the 
MOU is preparation of an interagency 
cooperative fisheries management plan for 
the entire riverway. The plan should be 
completed in 2000 and should include 
recommendations specific to the lower 
riverway. 


Exotic Species 


A number of invasive exotic plant species 
are already present in the Lower St. Croix 





National Scenic Riverway. Some of these 
plants, such as purple loosestrnife, Eurasian 
water milfoil, spotted knapweed, and 
buckthom are threats to the riverway’s 
natural ecosystems. The managing partners 
would survey and monitor the riverway for 
the presence of exotic plant species. They 
would control as best they can those exotic 
species that are a hazard to public safety, 
damage historic or archeological resources, 
interfere with natural processes and the 
perpetuation of natural features or native 
species, or significantly hamper the 
management of the riverway or adjacent 
lands. High priority would be given to 
controlling exotic species that have a 
substantial impact on the riverway’s 
resources and that could reasonably be 
expected to be successfully controlled. 


The Lower St. Croix is currently free of 
zebra mussel infestation, although they have 
been found attached to recreational boats on 
the river. A zebra mussel action plan has 
been prepared by the interagency Zebra 
Mussel Task Force and is updated annually 
(see appendix G). The managing agencies 
would implement the recommendations of 
the Zebra Mussel Task Force, as identified 
in the current action plan and any future 
revisions, that were within the authority of 
the agencies to carry out. The Zebra Mussel 
Task Force would continue to monitor for 
the presence of the zebra mussel, inform 
and educate the public about the mussel and 
the threat it poses, and take actions includ- 
ing regulations and enforcement to prevent 
zebra mussels from becoming established. 
In addition, the states have received funds 
from the National Aquatic Nuisance Species 
Task Force to implement the St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway Comprehensive 
Interstate Management Plan for the Pre- 
vention and Control of Nonindigenous 
Aquatic Nusance Species. This plan focuses 
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much of its attention on the zebra mussel 
but also addresses the rusty crayfish, a snail 
of the genus Cipangopaludina, and the 
Asiatic clam, all of which have been in the 
St. Croix River. The plan also covers 
several species that are found in the Missis- 
sippi River watershed that potentially 
threaten the St. Croix, including the spiny 
water flea, grass carp, bighead carp, rudd, 
ruffe, round goby, and white perch. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


The federal Endangercd Species Act 
provides special protection to all federally 
listed threatened and endangered species 
and their critical habitats. Plants and 
animals appearing on state lists of 
endangered, threatened, and special concern 
species also have special status. The 
riverway contains a number of plants and 
animals that appear on federal and/or state 
lists and therefore are provided special 
protection under state and federal laws. The 
National Park Service and the two depart- 
ments of natural resources have special 
responsibilities to protect these species and 
their habitats. In addition, the three agencies 
will work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Great Lakes Indian Fish and 
Wildlife Commission to inventory, monitor, 
protect, and perpetuate the natural distribu- 
tion and abundance of special status species. 
The agencies would implement their respec- 
tive components of the recovery plans de- 
veloped for threatened and endangered 
species (see appendixes D and E). 


MANAGEMENT OF HUNTING, 
FISHING, AND TRAPPING 


The management of hunting and fishing as 
recreational activities would continue to be 
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primarily the responsibility of the respective 
States. The two state departments of natural 
resources will set quotas and bag limits to 
maintain balanced game and non-game 
populations. The National Park Service 
would continue to cooperate with the state 
departments of natural resources and the 
affected Chippewa bands in regulating 
sporthunting, fishing, and subsistence 
harvesting of wildlife and fish within the 
riverway. The Chippewa view hunting, 
fishing, and gathering as traditional subsis- 
tence activities. Their off-reservation treaty 
rights allow them under certain circum- 
stances to trap furbearing animals and to 
spear and net fish in the riverway north from 
Cedar Bend. 


Chippewa hunting, fishing, and t;apping 
rights along a portion of the riverway were 
reserved in the Treaty of 1837. Tribal 
members exercising these rights are 
regulated by tribal codes that must be no 
more liberal (but that may be more 
restrictive) than the model off-reservation 
Conservation Code that the various bands 
sharing these off-reservation harvesting 
rights have adopted. Any licenses, permits, 
or tags that tribal members require are 
obtained from their tribe or from the Great 
Lakes Fish and Wildlife Commission, 
which was formed to assist its member 
tribes in the exercise of these rights. The 
commission also works with the tribes and 
other state and federal natural resource 
agencies to ensure that all harvests are 
sustainable and consistent with sound 
resource management principles. 


Other groups who have recently moved into 
the region have different cultural approaches 
to fishing. Some might not be entirely famil- 
iar with state regulations governing fishing 
in the riverway and federal regulations pro- 
hibiting the taking of mussels. The manag- 
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ing agencies would devise new or use exist- 
ing outreach programs that would commun- 
icate natural resource regulations to these 
groups. 


The safety of recreaticnists and the general 
public would be of primary concern, espec- 
ially in areas of increasing development and 
human encroachment. The managing agen- 
cies might also limit access based on wild- 
life management and safety considerations. 


Trapping would continue to be managed on 
all lands and waters on NPS fee lands as 
established by past federal court decision. 
Outside NPS jurisdiction, trapping would 
continue to be regulated by the two state 
departments of natural resources. There is 
an exception for qualified Native Americans 
exercising their treaty rights. 


RECREATIONAL USE 
MANAGEMENT 


General Types of Uses 


Recreational use management has some 
aspects that vary by alternative, however, 
there are some aspects that are common to 
all of the alternatives, which are discussed 
in this section. The cooperating managers 
would work to promote uses and behaviors 
that ensure high-quality and safe experi- 
ences for all users and help maintain and 
protect the riverway’s resources. Under all 
of the alternatives a variety of water uses 
would continue, including nonmotorized 
and motorized activities. However, some 
alternatives place greater emphasis on slow, 
nonmotorized boating while others empha- 
size less restricted boating. With regard to 
terrestrial recreational uses, in all of the 
alternatives, existing uses (e.g., biking, 
hiking, and the use of motorized vehicles) 
would continue on designated roads and 
trails within the riverway. Other than 


 — 





existing state regulations pertaining to trail 
uses, no additional regulations would be 
imposed unless they were needed for safety 
or resource protection, or to address con- 
flicts that might arise from increased use or 
new types of uses. Camping would also 
continue; however, restrictions such as 
designation of sites or closures of some 
islands to camping would vary under the 
alternatives. In general, recreational uses 
would continue unless it is demonstrated 
that unacceptable resource impacts, user 
conflicts, or conflicts with adjacent private 
landowners are occurring. 


State, county, and city parks and nongovern- 
mental nature centers in both Wisconsin and 
Minnesota would continue to provide rec- 
reational opportunities (e.g., swimming 
beaches, picnic areas, campgrounds, trails) 
within or close to the riverway. Additional 
overlooks, picnic areas, and other oppor- 
tunities to enjoy the river from the land 
would be encouraged in accordance with the 
riverway’s management area scheme and 
would most like'v he accomplished through 
public/private. : tips. The five state 
parks that abu: .2< !- er river, while tech- 
nically not within the official riverway 
boundary, would be managed in a way that 


is consistent with this plan. 


Many miles of trails offer hiking, bicycling, 
horseback riding, skiing, snowmobiling, 
snowshoeing, and other activities. A rumber 
of private groups and communities in the St. 
Croix Valley are working to expand the 
network of existing trails. For example, a 
trail is proposed from William O’Brien 
State Park to Taylors Falls. The riverway 
managing agencies wouid work in partner- 
ship with user groups, communities, local 
agencies, and others in development of a 
comprehensive regional trail network to 
provide trail connections to link trails along 
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or near the river and with other areas outside 
the river corridor. Trail development would 
be coordinated with state trail plans, county 
comprehensive plans, and other pertinent 
plans. Assistance of user groups and other 
trail supporters would continue to be inte- 
gral to the development and maintenance of 
trails. 


Existing railway rights-of-way might offer 
the potential to expand trails and river 
access for the nonboating public within the 
lower riverway. Abandoned railway nghts- 
of-way, if and when available, would be 
pursued for conversion to trails consistent 
with the National Rail to Trails Act. Also, 
when roads along the river were improved, 
the addition of bicycle lanes would be 
encouraged. 


The amount of recreational use in the winter 
is far less than that which takes place during 
other seasons. Winter recreational uses that 
are consistent with the purposes of the river- 
way and that do not require major new facil- 
ities would continue to be allowed. New 
regulations would be instituted only as 
necessary for safety or to address conflicts 
or resource protection needs that might arise 
from increased use or new types of use. The 
managing agencies would work to resolve 
inconsistencies in existing winter use regu- 
lations governing icehouse use and licens- 
ing. 


The frozen river surface between Osceola 
and St. Croix Falls/Taylors Falls is closed to 
snowmobile use under 36 Code of Federal 
Regulations 7.9. Snowmobiles are allowed 
on the frozen river surface of the St. Croix 
south of Osceola and designated trails that 
averse the riverway, and snowmobile use 
would continue in accordance with state 
and/or federal snowmobile use policy and 
regulations. This use would be restricted if 
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there were unacceptable resource impacts, 
user conflicts, safety considerations, or 
conflicts with adjacent private landowners. 


Cross-country skiers would continue to be 
permitted to use the frozen river or other 
unmarked, unofficial routes in the riverway. 
Although activities on the frozen river sur- 
face (e.g., cross-country skiing, snowshoe- 
ing, snowmobiling, ice fishing) would be 
encourage such use because of the inherent 
danger. 


Any new activity within the nverway which 
would draw large gatherings of people and 
would likely cause the pollution, impair- 
ment, or destruction of the air, water, land, 
or other natural resources in the riverway 
should be prohibited. 


Where there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative and the gathering is consist=nt 
with and reasonable and required for the 
promotion of the public health, welfare, and 
safety, the gathering may be permitted. 
Economic considerations alone will not 
constitute reason for approval by any agency 
or authority over the matter. 


User Carrying Capacity 


To properly administer areas designated as 
national wild and scenic rivers, managing 
agencies are required as part of the long- 
term planning process to address the issue 
of resource protection in relation to user 
Carrying capacity. There are several pro- 
cesses for accomplishing this social sci- 
ence research, but each tries to answer the 
same question — at what level does use 
begin to degrade natural and cultural 
resources, aesthetic values, and user 


experiences? In other words, carrying 
Capacity is not strictly interpreted as an 
absolute number of people (except in the 
case of health and safety) but as a 
prescription of user experience (social) and 


To fully address the lower riverway’s 
Carrying capacity, after this plan is 
implemented additional work would be 
needed to set indicators and standards 
(which are minimum acceptable condi- 
tions) in the land and water management 
areas and to develop a variety of moni- 
toring strategies. In addition, the managing 
agencies would continue to undertake 
water surface use monitoring studies 
conducted biennially since 1977. 


User Safety 


Although users assume a certain degree of 
responsibility for their own safety when 
visiting the lower riverway, the managing 
partners would reduce hazards where 
practical and might limit access to certain 
areas at certain times based on safety con- 
siderations. Actions to prevent known haz- 
ards would not conflict with the managing 
partners’ mandates to preserve the river- 
way’s resources. Safe conditions would be 
maintained. 


Commercial Services and Concession 
Operations 


A large number of people using canoe livery 
operators on the lower riverway has the 
potential to significantly affect the recrea- 
tional experiences on the riverway as well as 
the riverway’s resources. Therefore, the 
National Park Service and state departments 





of natural resources would evaluate the need 
to place canoe livery operators under a 
permit system. The purposes of this permit 
system would be to ensure that oppor- 
tunities for a quality experience were 
maximized, to encourage the highest degree 
of safety and interpretation of the resources, 
and to ensure that riverway resources were 
protected. To determine the impacts of these 
Operations on the resources, the permit 
system would also gather information to use 
in future planning efforts to ensure that the 
authorized services would not have an 
adverse impact on park resources. 


The Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources currently authorizes one conces- 
sioner that operates the canoe rentals at 
Minnesota Interstate Park and William 
O’Brien State Park. There does not seem to 
be a large demand for additional types of 
goods and services that could be provided 
through concessioner operations. A policy 
for providing additional goods and services 
via concessioner operations within the lower 
riverway would be developed if demand 
warranted. The managing agencies would 
only consider contracting for additional 
concessioner services if such services were 
necessary and appropriate for public use and 
enjoyment of the riverway and if they were 
consistent with the preservation and conser- 
vation of the areas. If such services were 
provided, additional staff and staff time 
would be required to manage and monitor 
concession contracts. 


There are several commercial public excur- 
sion boat operations on the river. They 
provide river access for large numbers of 
people who might otherwise not be able to 
use the river. Excursion boat operations are 
acceptable if they operate from existing 
facilities and offer regular public cruises. 
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Transient docks available to the public 
provide opportunities for boaters to leave 
the river for brief periods to visit local 
businesses and public facilities. Transient 
docks are acceptable in existing facilities, 
providing dockage for more than 24 hours is 
prohibited. 


Accessibility for Individuals with 
Disabilities 


The managing partners would strive to 
provide the highest level of accessibility 
possible to buildings, facilities, programs, 
and services, consistent with the nature and 
limitations of the area, the conservation of 
riverway resources, and the mandate to 
provide a quality experience for everyone. 
Any new developed user or employee 
facility and any alterations to existing 
facilities would be evaluated in accordance 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(42 USC 12101) and Uniform Federal 
Accessibility Standards (49 FR 31528) to 
provide full accessibility to all users. 
Wherever possible, information about 
facilities and programs for people with 
sensory and mental disabilities would be 
available. 


INTERPRETATION AND 
EDUCATION 


Interpretation within the riverway would 
focus on four primary goals: 


e increase public awareness of the lower 
riverway as a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
system 


e increase appreciation and 
understanding of the riverway’s 
resources and values 
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e provide information to visitors to 
ensure a Safe and enjoyable visit 


e promote visitor interaction with 
riverway resources that supports 
preservation of those resources for 
future generations 


In support of these goals, there would be 
an increased emphasis placed on coordi- 
nation of interpretive activities among the 
primary providers of interpretive services 
within the riverway, the National Park 
Service, Minnesota and Wisconsin state 
parks, and nongovernmental nature centers. 
The St. Croix Valley Interpreter’s Associa- 
tion, an informal alliance of interpreters in 
the area, would continue to serve as the 
principal forum for coordination of inter- 
pretation, including the development of 
interpretive programs and activities (which 
are key ideas or stories that should be 
imparted to riverway users). The National 
Park Service visitor centers, state parks, 
and nongovernmental nature centers could 
focus on the same interpretive topic at the 
same time, offering complementary 
programs and activities. 


Other cooperative efforts could also be 
pursued, such as development of a clear- 
inghouse for information on programs and 
activities at the various interpretive facili- 
ties along the riverway, joint publication of 
information on facilities, programs, and 
activities, and development of common 
signage to be used on the riverway. River- 
way interpretive programs could also be 
coordinated with the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area interpretive 





programs to expand the scope and outreach 
of both programs. 


Cooperative partnerships with private 
interests (e.g., marinas, chambers of 
commerce, tourism organizations) could 
also be important to maintain and improve 
high-quality user services. This could 
include riverway orientation for employees 
of private sector groups. 





Education efforts for both the Lower St. 
Croix riverway and the larger St. Croix 
watershed would be a major element in the 
implementation activities of this plan. 
Increased programs for the awareness of 
riverway water and land resources planning 
issues wouid be incorporated in educational 
pamphlets, public information sessions, and 
riverway public access signage ( i.e., 
amended and revised boating rules, exotic 
species bulletins, camping guidelines, etc.). 
Agencies would host the St. Croix Expo, 
develop a St. Croix information website, 
and develop a St. Croix watershed 
stewardship guidebook. 


Coordination and partnerships with the 
National Park Service, Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources, 
Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources, and the Minnesota-Wisconsin 
Boundary Area Commission would 
continue and become more active in terms 
of educational programs and public 
involvement relating to the riverway and 
surrounding watershed area. 
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INTRODUCTION 


In developing management alternatives for 
the lower riverway, decisions needed to be 
made on what resource conditions, experi- 
ences/uses, and developments would be 
appropriate in different parts of the river- 
way. To do this, a series of management 
areas were developed, which were the 
primary building blocks for the man- 
agement alternatives. The management 
areas identify how different portions of the 
riverway could be managed to achieve 
desired resource and social conditions, 
consistent with the riverway’s purposes. 
Different types and levels of water surface 
uses and developments would be applied 
by the riverway managing agencies in 
different management areas. 


Each alternative has different management 
areas and/or varying arrangements of the 
management areas, depending on the 
direction of the alternative. 


Seven distinct land management areas and 
five distinct water management areas were 
originally developed for the lower river- 
way. These management areas were part of 
all the action alternatives described in the 
draft plan. Following public comment on 
the draft plan, the managing agencies com- 
bined three land management areas into a 
single, new land management area and 
eliminated one water management area. By 
shifting from two land-use management 
areas in the 1976 Master Plan to five, local 
governments would be provided with 
greater flexibility in administering land use 
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controls and would be better able to target 
management to meet specific goals. The 
rural landscape would be divided into two 
management areas to ensure continuation 
of its diverse character, while three man- 
agement areas would provide flexibility for 
managing land use in the municipalities. 


Similarly, increasing surface water man- 
agement areas from two in the Master Plan 
to four would provide greater flexibility in 
managing water uses and ensuring that the 
diversity of water uses on the lower river- 
way is maintained. 


The original seven land management areas 
(and the one new one) and five water man- 
agement areas are described on the follow- 
ing pages, including tables 1 and 2, which 
summarize the features, facilities, and 
types of experiences for each area. (Gener- 
alized sketches and photographs are in- 
cluded with the written descriptions to 
further illustrate the characteristics of each 
management area.) 


Within each alternative, the boundaries 
between management areas are sometimes 
delineated by political boundaries of com- 
munities. These management area bound- 
aries are intended to remain static over 
time and would not change if a community 
annexes adjacent land. Thus, when corpor- 
ate limits are used as a line between man- 
agement areas, the boundary of the man- 
agement area should be interpreted to mean 
the corporate limit as it was in 1999. 


MANAGEMENT AREAS 


RIVER TOWN 


This management area would provide a feeling 
of being on a river flowing through or next to a 
small city. A mixture of commercial, park, and 
residential developments could be within the 
riverway; however, the historic character of the 
river towns would be maintained. Dense, inten- 
sive development also might be adjacent to the 
riverway, including utilities, multistory struc- 
tures, and nonresidential buildings (e.g., shops, 
offices, apartments, factories, community cen- 
ters). Thus, the built environment would domi- 
nate the riverine landscape and shape the river- 
way experience to a significant degree. 


Although most of the developments in the area 
would not be recreation-oriented, there would 























be private or public facilities to support river 
recreation (e.g., marinas, docks, launches, 
ramps, interpretive kiosks); some of these facili- 
ties would be relatively large. Large numbers of 
people and crowds often would be present. 
Noise levels from users and adjacent areas (e.g., 
business traffic) might be high. One would not 
expect to see many natural features other than 
the river. Most of the shoreline would be devel- 
oped, although some natural vegetation might 
screen adjacent buildings. However, these natu- 
ral features would be scattered and limited in 
area. There would be relatively few opportuni- 
ties to view wildlife, but people would still find 
places to fish from shore. 











Land Management Areas 











SMALL TOWN 








This management area would be similar to the ment, which would be mostly residential in 


small town historic management area, except character. Shoreline areas generally would be a 
the predominant character of the landscape mix of natural vegetation and residential lawns, 
would be large-lot, single-family residences. with some portions being largely undisturbed. 
Encounters with other people would be com- Public and private recreational support struc- 
mon, and noise levels might be moderate. tures, primarily small docks and boat ramps, 


Natural vegetation and landscaped environments would be scattered along the river. 
would be interspersed with the built environ- 
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SMALL TOWN HISTORIC 


This landscape would be developed but would 
be almost exclusively single-family residences 
and be primarily historic in character. While 
some dwellings would be obviously newer, the 
predominant character of the community would 
be that of a late 19th or early 20th century resi- 
dential area. A combination of the river, man- 
made features, and natural landscape elements 
would shape the riverway experience in this 
area. Encounters with other people would be 
common, although one would not see the large 
crowds found in the river town management 
areas. Noise levels within the riverway bound- 














ary could be moderate, typical of those found in 
a residential area. Natural vegetation and land- 
scaped environments would be interspersed with 
the built environment, which would be mostly 
residential in character. Shoreline areas gener- 
ally would be a mix of natural vegetation and 
residential lawns; however, portions of the 
shoreline would be largely undisturbed. 


Opportunities for fishing and viewing wildlife 
would be limited. Public and private recreation- 
al support structures, primarily small docks and 
boat ramps, would be scattered along the river. 
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Land Management Areas 














- RURAL RESIDENTIAL 














This area would provide a feeling of being ona density than the small town or river town man- 
river in a sparsely developed landscape. As in agement areas. Natural vegetation would cover 
the small town management areas, the nver, nat- significant portions of the shoreline, with some 
ural features, and man-made features would stretches being largely undisturbed. Riverway 
shape the riverway experience. Users would users could anticipate moderate noise levels. 
encounter no large concentrations of develop- The area would offer abundant opportunities to 
ment or people — small numbers of people fish and view wildlife. There might be a few 
would be the rule in this area, with little or no small public recreational support facilities (e.g., 
commercial development. Residential settings docks and launches) and some private docks. 
would be limited to large lot development scat- 

tered along the shore and/or bluffs at a lower 
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This area would include a concentration of cul- 
tural and/or natural features of special interest, 
as well as highly scenic and relatively undis- 
turbed natural areas. As viewed from the river, 
the vast majority of this area would appear very 
natural, but there would be nodes of recreational 
support facilities that would often be the focus 
of relatively intense human activity. The nodes 
could have many recreational support facilities 
and services, both on and off the river, such as 
campsites, visitor centers, landings, picnic 

















PARK 














tables, restrooms, and trails. Future develop- 
ment of additional recreational support facilities 
would be concentrated at existing development 
nodes. Noise levels would be moderate near 
activity nodes but low elsewhere. This manage- 
ment area would provide many opportunities to 
view wildlife with abundant opportunities for 
angling. Users might encounter large numbers 
of people near activity nodes, but away from 
those areas users would have many opportuni- 
ties to find a sense of peace and quiet. 
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This management area would provide users with 
a sense of being in a natural setting. Relatively 
few signs of development, such as homes, 
bridges, or agricultural fields, would intrude on 
this largely natural scene. The vegetation along 
the shoreline would be largely undisturbed — 
natural vegetation (e.g., boreal hardwood and 
northern hardwood forests, lowland riparian 
forests, and oak savannahs) would cover most 
of the area and would be a key element of the 
user experience. Forest management would 
emphasize the undisturbed appearance. 


This area would provide many opportunities to 
view wildlife, and there would be abundant 





Land Management Areas 


opportunities for engling. Access to the river 
would be limited to a few designated public 
carry-in and small craft access points, and possi- 
bly some riparian landowner private docks. 
Only a few recreational support facilities, such 
as primitive campsites and trails, would be pres- 
ent. Noise levels would be low, relatively small 
numbers of people would be present, and there 
would be a low probability of people encounter- 
ing one another. Because few people would use 
the area, there would be ample opportunity to 
find a sense of peace and quiet within the man- 
agement area. 
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MINIMALLY DISTURBED [-~..e— 


Minimally disturbed management areas would 
be similar to natural management areas but con- 
tain even fewer signs of people and develop- 
ments. The river and surrounding biological 
communities would dominate the user experi- 
ence. The shoreline would not be disturbed by 
the few visible signs of development. Forest 
management would emphasize the undisturbed 
appearance. Access to the river would be limited 
to a few public carry-in and small craft access 
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points and possibly a few riparian landowner 
private docks. Recreational support facilities 
(€.g., primitive campsites, trails) would be 
small, limited in number, and screened by natu- 
ral vegetation. With few or no river access 
points, small numbers of people, and infrequent 
encounters, there would be ample opportunity 
for quiet and solitude. 
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Land Management Areas 








CONSERVATION 








This management area would provide users with would be abundant opportunites for angling. 

a sense of being in a natural setting. Very few Access to the river would be limited to a few 
signs of development, such as homes, bridges, public carry-in and small craft access points and 
or agricultural fields, would intrude on this a very few riparian landowner private docks. 
largely natural scene. The river and surrounding Recreational support facilites (e.g., primitive 
biological communites would dominate the user campsites, trails) would be smail, limited in 
experience. The shoreline would not be dis- number, and largely screened by natural vegeta- 
turbed by the few visible signs of development. _ tion. With few access points, small numbers of 
Forest management would emphasize the undis- people and infrequent encounters, there would 
turbed appearance. This area would provide be ample opportunity for quite and solitude. 
many opportunities to view wildlife, and there 
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River Town some natural features, scatiered | dominated by urban private and/or public river access wi ge numbers of people are often | limited may be high 
and limited in area, mostly development, including shops, | and support facilities including present, very high encounter rate 
manmade features offices, historic, and residenual | marinas. docks, ramps (sou o/ 
structures which may be large) 

Small Town combination developed, but less than river public and private river access and | although large crowds ase unlikely. | limited moderate, typical of residential 
town, primarily large lot single | support facilities, primarily small large numbers of people may be areas 
farnily residential historic in docks and rasws scattered along the | encountered 
character, poruons of the river 
shoreline would be largely 
i 

Small Town Historic combination developed, but less than river public and private river access and | although large crowds are unlkely, | limited moderate, typical of residential 
town, primarily single family support facilities, primarily small large numbers of people may be areas 
residential historic in character, | docks and ramps scatiered along the | encountered 
portions of the shoreline would | river 
be largely undisturbed 

Rural Residential combination sparsely developed, scai*er«: a few public and private river small numbers, no large crowds, abundant moderate 
farms and residences, liiti. © access and support facilities, low encounter rate 
no commercial development, no | primarily small docks and launches 
large concentrations of 
development, shoreline largely 
undisturbed 

Park predominantly native may have scattered numerous opportunities for public Large numbers of people may be abundant moderate 

vegetation, (includes natural concentrations of recreational access with support facilites present, likely very high emcounter 
features of special interest) support facilities (campsites, rate 
landings, trails, restrooms, 
picnic facilities, visitor centers), 
shoreline undisturbed 
Natural largely undisturbed natural few signs of development limited public and pnvate access to | small number of users, low chance | abundant low 
scene, variety of biological (homes, agricultural fields, the river, only a few primitive of encountering others 
communities may be present primitive campsites, trails) support facilities, public carry-in 
| shoreline undisturbed and small craft access 
wlinimally Dis’ ~hed dominated by an undisturbed very few signs of development | very few public and private access | very limited number of users, very | greatest opportunities very low 
natural scene, variety of (homes, agricultural fields, points to the river and limited to low chance of encountermng others 
biological communities may be | primitive campsites, trails) primitive support facilities, public 
present shoreline almost totally carry-in only 
undisturbed, support facilities 
screened by vegetation 
Conservation sense of being in a natural dominated by river and sur- access limited to a few public carry- | small numbers of people and abundant to greatest moderate to very low 
setting; combination of park, rounding biological communi- | in and small craft access points and | infrequent encounters, ample opportunities 
natural, and minimally ues; shoreline would not be a few riparian landowner docks opportunity for quiet aad solitude 
disturbed descriptions. disturbed by few visible signs of 
development, forest manage- 
ment would emphasize undis- 











turbed appearance 
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TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF WATER MANAGEMENT AREAS 
























































Active Social—peak | high low high vanety, primarily vary significantly, strictly controlled in | commonly agitated; | limmed, especially likely to be high 
ames motorized, including | including the river's | some areas possibility of during high use 

sailboats highest allowable relatively large penods 

boat speeds wakes/ waves 
Active Social—off | moderate Moderate moderate moderately agitated | ample/abundant moderate 
peak times 
Moderate moderate moderate moderate variety, primarily vary, tending towards | may be strictly moderately agitated | ampie/ abundant moderate 
Recreation motorized slower speeds controlled in som= 
areas 

Quiet W aters— high low high motorized and low restncted largely undisturbed | abundant consistently low 
peak times nonmotornzed 
Quiet Waters—off | low high low 
peak times 
Natural Waters low high low vanety, primarily low restricted undisturbed abundant consistently low 

human powered, 

nonmotonzed 
Silent Boating low high low only nonmotorized low to very low no controls unc: sturbed abundant consistently low 

















The user experiences and user management in 
this area would vary between peak times (i.e., 
summer weekends) and nonpeak times. During 
peak times on this section of the river people 
often would encounter large numbers of both 
people and watercraft; opportunities for solitude 
would be low. Users may experience high noise 
levels from sources on the water. The surface of 
the water would more commonly be agitated, 
with the possibility of relatively large 
wakes/waves. Human activity on the river sur- 
face would, at times, limit opportunities to fish 
in this area. 


During nonpeak times users would encounter 
moderate numbers of people and boats; there 


Water Management Areas 


ACTIVE SOCIAL RECREATION 


would be moderate opportunities for solitude. 
Users may experience moderate levels of noise. 
The surface of the water would be commonly 
moderately agitated. However, during nonpeak 
times the area would offer abundant opportuni- 
ties for angling. 


The types of boats found in this area would vary 
widely during peak and nonpeak times: while 
most would be motorized, nonmotorized water- 
craft may be present. Boat speeds would also 
vary significantly; they would be strictly con- 
trolled in some limited areas, but the river's 
highest boat speeds would be allowed in this 
management area. 
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MODERATE RECREATION 








Users in this area would encounter moderate speeds. Boat speeds might be strictly controlled 
numbers of people and watercraft on the water. _in certain places. Noise levels from sources on 
A variety of boat types, primarily motorized the water generally would be moderate. The 
watercraft, might be present. Boats might travel area would offer abundant opportunities for 

at different speeds, but tend toward slower angling. 
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Water Management Areas 






































QUIET WATERS 
Users in this area usually would encounter a directed toward recreational uses that leave the 
small number of other people engaged in "low- _ surface of the river largely undisturbed. Both 
impact" activities during nonpeak times, but motorized and nonmotorized watercraft would 
during peak use periods (i.e., summer week- be able to use these areas. Watercraft speeds 


ends) large numbers of other users and boats would be kept low to preserve the river's tran- 
could be encountered. Opportunities for solitude quil quality. Noise levels would be consistently 
consequently would vary from low opportuni- low. Abundant opportunities for fishing would 
ties during peak times to moderate opportunities _ be available. 

during nonpeak times. Management would be 
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NATURAL WATERS 











Users in this area would experience a sense of = powered. Watercraft speeds would be kept low 
peace and quiet and could anticipate opportuni- _to preserve the sense of a remote, backwater 
ties for solitude. The numbers of both users and experience. Noise levels would be consistently 
watercraft would be low - users could anticipate low. There would be abundant opportunities for 
a low probability of encountering other people _fishing. 

on the water. Most watercraft would be human- 























This management area would provid: opportu- 
nities for users seeking silent, nonrotorized 
experiences where contact with the riverway's 
natural features would be maximized. Electric 
trolling motors would be permitted, but other 
motors could not be used in this area. Most use 
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Water Management Areas 


SILENT BOATING 


of this area would likely be by canoe, kayak, or 
inflatable boats. Users would encounter low 
nuinbers of other people, and noise levels would 
be minimal. There would be abundant opportu- 
nities for angling and viewing wildlife. 




















Gf BLART PAGE 


(3 


Land and Water Use Alternatives 
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BACKGROUND 


As described in the Introduction, this plan 
has been jointly developed by the three 
managing agencies, with extensive 
assistance from a full range of diverse 
interests meeting as the Lower St. Croix 
Planning Task Force. This process began 
with recognition of the riverway’s out- 
standingly remarkable values, development 
of two principle statements, development 
of four purpose statements, development of 
three significance statements, identification 
of eight exceptional resources and values, 
creation of a vision statement, and devel- 


opment of 13 planning assumptions. 


The agencies (again with the assistance of 
the planning task force) then set about 
developing a range of alternatives, each of 
which would be consistent with those 
foundation statements. Two of the alterna- 
tives originally developed were later elim- 
inated from detailed study because they 
were not consistent with those foundation 
statements. The remaining four alterna- 
tives are described in this chapter as alter- 
natives A, B, C, and D along with the no- 
action alternative, which is alternative E. 


The next step was development of a pre- 
ferred alternative, which again needed to 
be consistent with the foundation state- 
ments. It was created in a series of public 
workshops to enable all of the riverway’s 
diverse viewpoints to be heard. The out- 
come was, understandably, a compromise 
alternative. The three managing agencies 
do not have exactly the same mission or 
perspective on natural resource manage- 
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ment, on private lands management, or on 
recreational use management. The river- 
way’s public interests were even more 
varied. Some viewpoints were clearly 
outside the scope of the foundation state- 
ments so were not considered in develop- 
ment of the preferred alternative; views 
that fell under the umbrella of the founda- 
tion statements remained fairly diverse. In 
fact, accommodating multiple interests in 
the riverway, including diverse recreational 
uses, became a hallmark of the preferred 
alternative. 


While there are many issues that confront 
managers of the riverway (see the “Issues” 
section) primary issues that drive 
management are development on lands 
within and adjacent to the riverway and the 
intensity of recreational use (including 
conflicts among users). Both of these 
issues result from the riverway’s proximity 
to a large metropolitan area. These issues 
dominate management of the riverway and 
in turn drive all other management 
Strategies. As a result, the alternatives are 
all described primarily in the context of 
land development controls and recreational 
boating management. While other resource 
management areas (rivers, forests, wilder- 
ness areas, etc.) might focus management 
on wildlands, unique vegetation, or certain 
animals, management of this riverway is 
driven primarily by people management; 
other resources can be managed only in the 
context of how human activity is managed. 





PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: PROTECT AND ENHANCE RIVERWAY’S 
DIVERSE CHARACTER 


MANAGEMENT CONCEPT 


One hallmark of the Lower St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway is its diversity. 
Both its landscape character and its water- 
based recreation reflect diverse uses. Sur- 
face water recreation reflects the diversity 
of the surroundings: experiences range 
from the quiet solitude of a nonmotorized 
area to a very social and highly motorized 
environment. The preferred alternative 
would provide greater emphasis than ever 
to ensure continuation and enhancement of 
the Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway ’s diversity. 


In the future it is likely that there will be 
increased demands for development within 
anc. adjacent to the lower riverway. This 
alternative would maintain long stretches 
of the lower riverway’s natural and rural 
landscape, while allowing limited, planned, 
development in municipalities that is con- 
sistent with the historic character of the 
riverway’s communities. Protection of 
natural resources, including the valley's 
important biological diversity, would be 
enhanced. Riverway users on the river 
would continue to find opportunities to 
engage in a wide range of recreational 
experiences. (Appendixes A and B re- 
spectively describe guidelines for sug- 
gested changes in the states’ land use rules 
and water surface use regulations to 
achieve the above desired conditions.) 


LAND USE 


The “Preferred Alternative: Land” map on 
page 66 shows the location and distribution 


of management areas under the preferred 
alternative; table 3 shows the percentages 
of how much of the riverway would be 
included in each management area, while 
table 4 identifies the boundaries of the 
management areas. The management area 
allocation is intended to maintain long 
stretches of the river in a natural condition, 
while still allowing development in munic- 
ipalities. As the figure and tables indicate, 
the majority of the lands along the river- 
way would be designated as rural residen- 
tial (38%) and conservation (39%) man- 
agement areas. Most of the conservation 
management areas would be north of Still- 
water. The rest of the lands would be in- 
cluded in small town (12%), river town 
(5%), and small town historic (5%), 
management areas, all of which would be 
scattered throughout the riverway. 


Under the preferred alternative limited new 
development could occur within existing 
municipalities along the riverway. In the 
river town management area, development 
would be guided by the community’s un- 
derlying plans and ordinances. In the river 
town and small town historic management 
areas, new development would be allowed 
providing it was consistent with the his- 
toric character of the communities. New 
development also might be in the small 
town management areas, provided the 
existing large-lot, single-family character 
of the areas do not change. There are few 
industrial uses within the riverway; should 
an industrial site ever be abandoned, the 
most desirable future use of the riverfront 
portions of those properties would be 


public park. 
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LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 


TABLE 3: LAND MANAGEMENT AREA DISTRIBUTIONS (% ) UNDER THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 





























Management Area Minnesota % Wisconsin % | Overall Riverway % 
River town 5 6 5 
Small town historic 7 4 5 
Small town 20 4 12 
Rural residential 34 43 38 
Conservation 35 43 39 








Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 


TABLE 4: LAND MANAGEMENT AREA BOUNDARIES IN THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 























Land Segment Management Area 
Minnesota 

Taylors Falls Small town historic 

Interstate Park to south end of McLeod’s Slough Conservation 

South end of McLeod's Slough to north edge of William O’Brien State Rural residential 

Park 

William O'Brien State Park Conservation 

South end of William O’Brien State Park to southern tip of Greenburg Rural residential 


Island in Marine-on-St. Croix 





Southern tip of Greenburg Island in Marine-on-St. Croix to southern 
boundary of Marine-on-St. Croix’s Butternut Falls Addition 


Small town historic 




















Southern boundary of Marine-on-St. Croix’s Butternut Falls Addition to | Rural residential 
north limits of Stillwater 

North end of Stillwater to train station Small town 
Train station to north limits of Bayport River town 
Bayport Small town 
South limits to Bayport to Hudson railroad bridge Rural residential 
Hudson railroad bridge to north end of old Afton Village Small town 





Old Afton Village 


Small town historic 




















South part of Afton: (north end of River Road to south end of river road) | Small town 
South end of River Road in Afton to Afton State Park Rural residential 
Afton State Park Conservation 
South end of Afton State Park to north boundary of St. Croix Bluffs Rural residential 
Regional Park 

St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park Conservation 
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Land Segment Management Area 

South end of St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park to north end of Carpenter Rural residential 

Nature Cenier 

Carpenter Nature Center Conservation 

South end of Carpenter Nature Center to the Mississippi River Rural residential 
Wisconsin 

St. Croix Falls Small town historic 

Interstate Park to north limits of Osceola Conservation 

Osceola Small town historic 

South end of Osceola to Arcola high bridge Conservation 

Arcola high bridge to the south edge of St. Croix Station subdivision in | Rural residential 

North Hudson 

South edge of St. Croix Station subdivision to Orange Street Small town 

Orange Street to Mayer Road extended River town 

Mayer Road extended to Riverview Drive extended Small town 

Riverview Drive extended to north end of Kinnickinnic State Park Rural residential 

Kinnickinnic State Park Conservation 

South end of Kinnickinnic State Park to north end of Prescott Rural residential 

Prescott to the Mississippi River River town 








The emphasis in this alternative would be 
to ensure the overall character of the 
municipalities did not significantly change. 
Some state land use regulations would be 
relaxed in the river town, small town 
historic, and small town management areas 
to give local governments greater flexi- 
bility over land use. (See the guidelines in 
appendix A for further details on suggested 
changes to the states’ existing land use 
regulations.) 


mize impacts on adjacent rural areas, the 
riverway Managing agencies would encour- 
age local governments to cluster new 
development in the riverway towns. Local 
governments also would be encouraged to 
protect historic values in the river town and 
small town historic management areas 
through several methods. Examples of 
these methods would be adaptive reuse of 
existing historic structures, adoption and 
enforcement of historic preservation ordi- 


nances, and adoption of architectural 


Although there would be more flexibility 
than there is today in managing develop- 
ments in municipalities, new developments 
and their effects would continue to be 
monitored within municipalities. To ensure 
that the character of the communities does 
not significantly change, and to help mini- 
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standards that require new development to 
be consistent with the historic community 
character. 


Outside municipalities, landowners would 
be encouraged to maintain the natural 
character of the landscape, particularly the 





LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 


blufflines, to the presettlement condition as 
seen from the water. Much of the land 
from Taylors Falls to just above the north 
limits of Stillwater would be designated as 
conservation. This stretch contains the 
least disturbed portions of the lower 
riverway. The conservation designation 
would help ensure that the natural 
character of this stretch is maintained (and 
restored where possible). Recreational 
structures, such as toilet buildings, on this 
stretch would be screened by vegetation 
where practical. Boat access points would 
continue to be designed primarily for carry- 
in use and launching of small boats. 


Limited new developments could still be 
allowed in rural residential management 
areas, SO long as they complied with land 
use regulations. (See the proposed state 
land use guidelines in appendix A for 
further details regarding new residential 
developments.) For Minnesota and 
Wisconsin Interstate State Parks and St. 
Croix Bluffs Regional Park, the emphasis 
would be on maintaining current 
conditions and uses. The northern unit of 
Minnesoia Interstate State Park, the 
potholes-Glacial Garden area, is being 
managed toward a ca. 1890 historic vista. 
The southern unit is being managed in a 
more natural state. At William O’Brien 
State Park the emphasis would be on 
keeping the appearance of a natural 
landscape as seen from the water. For 
Afton and Kinnickinnic State Parks new 
facilities and development would be 
consistent with adjacent riverway land 
management area designations — no 
changes would occur in the overall natural/ 
development character of these two parks. 
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VEGETATIVE MANAGEMENT 


The primary goals for vegetative manage- 
ment would be to screen structures from 
view as seen from the river and prevent 
disturbance of environmentally sensitive 
areas such as steep slopes or riverfront 
bluffs. 


A secondary goal would be to encourage 
and promote vegetative management 
actions that would maintain and restore 
historically and ecologically significant 
plant communities and enhance diversity. 
Successional climax forest and pre- 
settlement disturbed oak savanna would be 
the preferred forest ecotype examples of 
significant plant communities. However, 
throughout the lower riverway, vegetative 
screening Of existing structures and 
potential development sites would take 
priority over restoration and maintenance 
of significant plant communities. 


This alternative would place emphasis on 
voluntary actions, coupled with education 
and stewardship, to preserve and restore 
plant communities. Removal of exotic 
species would be encouraged on all lands 
within the riverway. Control of insects and 
disease would be recommended if there 
would be a high likelihood that outbreak 
would threaten large areas of vegetative 
cover within the lower riverway or threaten 
to infest adjacent lands. In addition, prun- 
ing or removal of hazard trees would 
continue to be allowed. Hazard trees would 
be trees that exhibit damage resulting from 
insect, disease, age. or storm, and, if they 
were to fall, would be a safety risk to 
people or property. Pruning of normal tree 
growth to prevent property damage vould 
also be allowed. 





Preferred Alternative: Protect and Enhance Riverway's Diverse Character 


On local government lands voluntary 
efforts would be encouraged to maintain 
and restore preferred forest cover. On state 
and federal lands the managing agencies 
would maintain and restore preferred forest 
types. Vegetation on NPS fee lands would 
continue to be managed in accordance with 
NPS policies to perpetuate native plant 
communiiies. Plant succession would 
generally not be interfered with except to 
protect life or property, convert existing 
tree plantations to nonmonocultures or 
mixed species communities, maintain 
native plant community diversity (e.g., 
prevent loss of prairie and oak savanna), 
and maintain habitat for threatened and 
endangered species. Manipulation of plant 
communities to maintain threatened and 
endangered species habitat would be 
Carried out in a manner designed to restore 
or enhance the functioning of the plant and 
animal community of which the 
endangered species is a natural part. 


On private lands voluntary efforts would 
also be encouraged to maintain and restore 
preferred forest cover so long as these 
efforts did not conflict with maintaining 
visual screening of existing structures and 
potential development sites. State regula- 
tions that restrict vegetation management 
on private lands would be revised to allow 
maintenance and restoration of the natural 
diversity and ecological integrity of signifi- 
cant plant communities. A variety of man- 
agement techniques, such as planting, 
seeding, pruning, thinning, harvesting, 
prescribed burning, and clearing, would be 
allowed and encouraged on private lands in 
both states to accomplish this goal. Federal 
and state scenic easements would be re- 
vised on a volunteer basis with individual 
landowners to allow these management 
techniques. 
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A specific action that would be taken to 
encourage significant plant communities 
concerns lands enrolled under forest tax 
law programs on the Wisconsin side of the 
riverway. (Minnesota does not have an 
equivalent law regarding forest manage- 
ment.) Under this alternative the Wiscon- 
sin Department of Natural Resources 
would pursue an amendment to the state 
land use standards within the riverway 
(Chapter NR 118). Under the proposed 
amendment landowners could develop a 
forest management plan with department 
approval that would protect the scenic 
quality of the river, prevent disturbance of 
environmentally sensitive areas such as 
Steep slopes or riverfront bluffs, and allow 
vegetation to be managed in a manner that 
would maintain significant plant 
communities. 


RIVER CROSSINGS 


Being a linear resource near a growing 
metropolitan area, there is frequent interest 
in building new crossings of the riverway. 
Crossings come in three forms: bridges for 
roads, railroads, pedestrians; overhead 
wires for communications and electrical 
energy; and under-river crossings (often 
called submarine crossings) for communi- 
cations, electrical energy, and material 
such as fuel or natural gas. 


The long-term goal for this alternative 
would be to reduce the number and size of 
visible river crossings. The managing 
agencies would encourage safe, compati- 
ble, multiple uses of existing corridors and 
structures that cross the riverway. All pro- 
posed changes to river crossings or cor- 
ridors would require site-specific environ- 
mental evaluations and approval from 
applicable local, state, and federal 








LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 


agencies. The impacts of each proposal 
would be analyzed and documented before 
the managing agencies permit any change 
in a river crossing or corridor. 


There would be no net increase in the 
number of transportation corridors. In 
general, transportation corridors would be 
replaced in or adjacent to the existing 
corridor. Existing transportation corridors 
could be relocated only if all of the 
following are true: 1) the need for the 
project is clearly justified, 2) the project is 
consistent with state and regional trans- 
portation plans, 3) there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to relocating the corri- 
dor, and 4) all built elements of the exist- 
ing corridor are removed and the corridor 
is restored to natural conditions. Existing 
corridors are defined as being roughly 
equivalent to the existing approach rights- 
of-way. Existing bridges could be replaced 
with new bridges provided that existing 
structures were removed. 


Increased capacity within an existing 
transport: ion corridor could be expanded 
by wideni .g an existing bridge or by con- 
structing a parallel structure to an existing 
bridge so long as items | and 2 above are 
true. 


Any new bridge or alteration of an existing 
bridge must be of a scale and character that 
minimizes impact to the values for which 
the area was designated under the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (scenic, recre- 
ational, geologic). Construction projects 
must include appropriate mitigation to 


compensate for any impact on these values. 


Utility lines could be replaced and new 
lines could be added to existing crossings. 
In addition, new lines could be placed 
under existing bridges. However, no new 
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utility corridors would be permitted to 
cross the river, and existing line towers 
could not be made larger. Consolidation of 
utility line crossings also would be encour- 
aged. 


Submarine crossings could be expanded 
(i.e., the size and number of lines could be 
increased) or relocated to an existing 
corridor. New submarine crossings also 
could be permitted provided there were no 
visual impacts. However, the crossing 
technique having the least impact on the 
riverway’s outstandingly remarkable val- 
ues and impact on the resource would be 
required. Natural vegetation would be 
maintained as much as possible along 
utility line rights-of-way that cross the 
riverway. Clearcutting of rights-of-way for 
pipeline inspections would be prohibited. 


If any river crossing project would require 
any construction below the ordinary high 
water mark, the National Park Service 
would review the project, including the 
mitigation plan, pursuant to section 7 of 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The 
National Park Service would determine 
whether the project would or would not 
have a direct and adverse effect on the 
values for which the river was designated. 
If the NPS found that the project would 
result in a direct and adverse effect, no 
federal funding, licenses or permits would 
be issued for its construction. 


ISLAND AND PUBLIC SHORELINE 
MANAGEMENT 


North of Stillwater public day use of 
=\blicly owned islands and shoreline areas 
eonerally would continue. 





Preferred Alternative: Protect and Enhance Riverway's Diverse Character 


Camping in the three state parks in the area 
would continue to be allowed only in des- 
ignated campgrounds. On federal lands 
managed by the National Park Service, 
camping would continue to be prohibited 
in two areas: 


e From Taylors Falls/St. Croix Falls to 
1,200 feet south of Franconia Landing 
(the upper entrance to Close Slough) 


¢ For 1,200 feet north and south of the 
Highway 243 bridge at Osceola 


In addition, camping would continue to be 
prohibited from the southern tip of Green- 
burg Island to the upper entrance to Dead 
Man’s Slough (opposite the city of Marine 
on St. Croix) until a comprehensive river 
use/camping management plan is com- 
pleted. Once this plan is in place, camping 
might occur on this stretch of river at 
designated sites that would suit campers’ 
needs only as long as there was no signifi- 
cant impact on the resource and adjacent 
riparian landowners. 


On all other public lands north of Still- 
water, several management actions could 
be instituted to minimize user conflict, to 
mitigate resource impacts, and to protect 
adjacent private landowner property rights. 
Each of the following management options 
could be instituted either individually or all 
at the same time, depending on local con- 
ditions. 


Camping zones would be identified in a 
river use/camping management plan that 
might identify broad zones where camping 
could and could not occur. If this manage- 
ment option proved unsuccessful in pre- 
venting user conflicts and protecting cul- 
tural and natural resources and private 
landowner property rights, camping within 
a particular zone, or in all zones, would be 
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restricted to designated sites only. When 
demand for sites exceeded the number of 
available sites, a reservation system could 
be instituted to allocate a certain number of 
Sites in advance; other sites would remain 
first-come, first-served. In addition, the 
National Park Service could institute at any 
time, in compliance with national policy 
and regulations, a camper user fee system. 


South of Stillwater, use of the Hudson 
Islands and day use of publicly owned 
shoreline areas would continue to be 
minimally regulated. To resolve sanitation 
problems on the Hudson Islands users 
wouid be required to have portable toilets 
to transport human wastes off the islands 
unless the managing agencies, local 
government, or volunteer organization 
provided public facilities for this purpose. 
Camping in the two state parks and one 
regional park in the area would continue to 
be allowed only in designated areas. 


Regardless of other management strategies 
camping on all public areas would be sub- 
ject to a seven-night stay limit at any one 
site and a 30-night limit for the entire sum- 
mer season at all sites. Camping equipment 
also could not be left unattended for more 
than 24 hours. 


WATER SURFACE USE 


One of the unique characteristics of the 
Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway 
is the diversity of surface water recrea- 
tional experiences users can find in a rela- 
tively small area, ranging from quiet soli- 
tude to faster or more social experiences. 
Under the preferred alternative river users 
would be assured of finding opportunities 
to engage in a variety of recreational exper- 
iences far into the future. In general, exist- 
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ing access to the riverway would not 
change. To provide opportunities for quiet 
solitude, watercraft would be required to 
operate at no-wake speed in all backwaters 
north of Stillwater. The main channel 
between Taylors Falls and the Arcola 
sandbar would provide a relatively quiet 
experience for nonmotorized and slow- 
moving motorized craft. Between the 
Arcola sandbar and the north limits of 
Stillwater, motorized and nonmotorized 
recreational boaters would continue to use 
the braided channel and wooded islands. 
Below the north limits of Stillwater, recre- 
ational users, primarily motorboaters, 
would continue to enjoy the open, lake-like 
section of the river. As motorboat densities 
increased, restrictions such as speed limits 
and slow no-wake zones, would be 
imposed to ensure safe conditions for all 
users and to minimize or avoid conflicts 
between different user activities. (See 
appendix B for suggested changes in the 
States’ regulations that may be imposed on 
water users.) 


The “Preferred Alternative: Water” map on 
page 74 and table 5 show the location and 
distribution of water management areas. In 
the preferred alternative all of the lower 
riverway above the north limits of Still- 
water would be designated as natural, 
quiet, and moderate recreation manage- 
ment areas, while below the north limits of 
Stillwater the riverway would be desig- 
nated as active social recreation waters. 
The active social recreation management 
area would cover the largest portion of the 
lower riverway’s main channel (25 miles), 
followed by quiet waters (22 miles) and 


74 


moderate recreation waters (5 miles). All 
backwaters north of Stillwater would be 
designated as natural waters (27 miles). 
The boundaries of the water management 
areas would be as follows from north to 
south: 


Water Use Management From Taylors 
Falls to Arcola Sandbar 


The main channel would be managed as 
quiet waters, while 22 miles of the back- 
waters would be managed as natural 
waters. This would help ensure inat 
opportunities for quiet and so/itude do not 
significantly change. 


Water Use Management From Arcola 
Sandbar to the North Limits of 
Stillwater 


All of the main channel in this stretch (5 
miles) would be a moderate recreation 
management area, while the backwaters (5 
miles) would be a natural waters manage- 
ment area. This allocation is intended to 
maintain existing recreational opportuni- 
ties: the moderate management area would 
provide a variety of boat types, primarily 
powerboats, traveling at moderate speeds, 
while the natural waters designation would 
provide opportunities for quiet and 
solitude. 
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TABLE 5: WATER MANAGEMENT AREA BOUNDARIES iN THE P32 YERRED ALTERNATIVE 




















Area Classification 
Backwaters north of Sullwater Natural 

Main channel from Taylors Falls to Arcola sandbar Quiet 

Main channel from Arcola - .-.."sar to north limits of Moderate 

Sullwater 

Sullwater to Prescot/Point Douglas Active Social Recreation 











Water Use Management From the North 
Limits of Stillwater to Prescott 


All of this stretch (25 miles) would be 
designated as an active social recreation 
management area. Recreational users 
would be permitted to use powerboats and 
pursue a variety of recreational uses 
(including sailing and waterskiing). A 
speed limit for powerboats would be 
imposed to ensure boater safety and to 
enhance enjoyment of the scenic resource. 
One public access point would be added to 
this stretch, south of Stillwater near the 
Allan S. King power plant, in part 
replacing an access in Stillwater that is 
being closed. 


NAVIGATION CHANNEL 
MAINTENANCE 


In 1866 Congress authorized the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to maintain a 3- 
foot navigation channel from Taylors Falls 
to the Mississippi River. Maintenance of 
the 3-foot channel was originally intended 
to provide a navigable channel for steam- 
boats. Although some snag removal has 
been done since the end of the steamboat 
era on the St. Croix River around 1915, the 
Corps has not dredged the 3-foot channel 
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since then and has not removed snags in 
recent years. 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
has not maintained the 3-foot navigation 
channel between Taylors Falls and the 
Arcola Sandbar (river mile 31.0) in many 
years. As a result, prevailing shallow water 
levels at the sandbar effectively limit the 
majority of motorboat use to that portion of 
the river south of the sandbar. Above the 
sandbar, use is a mix of canoes and moior- 
boats, with predominantly canoe use north 
of Cedar Bend. These conditions would 
likely change if water levels changed at the 
sandbar. 


To ensure that opportunities for a diversity 
of recreational experiences continued to be 
provided on the Lower St. Croix, it is 
important that channel maintenance does 
not resume north of the Arcola Sandbar. 
Thus, under the preferred alternative the 
managing agencies would recommend that 
Congress deauthorize the 3-foot navigation 
channel between the NSP dam and the 
Arcola Sandbar. The managing agencies 
would work with the Corps to pursue this 
change in legislation. 














No changes would be proposed regarding 
the Corps’ authority to maintain a 3-foot 
navigation channel from the Arcola sand- 
bar down to river mile 24.5 at Stillwater. 
This would allow limited snag removal 
when necessary for safe motorized use. 


The Corps is also authorized to maintain a 
9-foot navigation channel from Stillwater 
(river Mile 24.5) down to the confluence 
with the Mississippi River at Prescott. 


While channel maintenance has historically 
involved dredging at Hudson, Catfish Bar, 
and the Kinnickinnic Narrows, the Corps’ 
Upper Mississippi River Channel Mainte- 
nance Management Plan (U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 1997) indicates that 
only the Kinnickinnic Narrows is expected 
to require dredging over the next 40 years. 
Given this, under the preferred alternative 
the managing agencies would support 
continued maintenance of the navigation 
channel. No changes would be recom- 
mended to the channel’s existing vertical 
clearance standards, which all existing 
bridges meet. However, the managing 
agencies would recommend that the Corps 
reduce the maintained charnel width from 
200 feet to 100 feet at the Kinnickinnic 
Narrows. A mussel survey would be 
required before maintenance dredging 
could occur at the Kinnickinnic Narrows. 
Dredged material would continue to be 
placed where it could be reused for bene- 
ficial purposes while minimizing impacts 
to aquatic resources, as described in the 
Upper Mississippi River Channel Mainte- 
nance Management Plan. Any watercraft 
entering the riverway to conduct dredging 
activities and buoy-tending would be 
checked and cleaned if necessary in a 
manner consistent with the zebra mussel 
prevention plan. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 


For the purposes of this plan, cultural 
resources are museum objects, historic 
properties listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places, cr properties that are 
eligible for listing on the register. Historic 
properties on or eligible for listing on the 
national register include archeological 
sites, or historic buildings, structures, 
objects, sites, and districts. In addition to 
national register properties, cultural 
resources are also traditional cultural . 
properties (including those associated with 
American Indians) and historic landscapes 
(both designed and vernacular). The lower 
riverway and adjoining areas include prop- 
erties currently listed on the national regis- 
ter, properties determined to be eligible for 
listing on the register, and some properties 
that have been identified but not yet evalu- 
ated. (See appendix F for a list of prop- 
erties that are either on the national register 
or eligible for listing.) Cultural resources 
within the riverway boundary are located 
on NPS fee land, nonfederal public land, 
private land (including parcels with NPS 
scenic easements), and potentially in the 
river itself (e.g. shipwrecks, other 
submerged resources). 


The National Park Service currently has 
several efforts underway to identify and 
evaluate historic buildings, structures, and 
landscapes in the riverway. These include: 
a historic resource study, to establish the 
broad historic context of the region; the 
List of Classified Structures, which evalu- 
ates NPS-owned properties; and the cul- 
tural landscape inventory, which identifies 
and evaluates significant cultural land- 
scapes in and adjacent to the riverway. 
Other efforts currently underway are a 
cultural sites inventory and an 
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archeological and ethnographic overview 
and assessment. These efforts focus solely 
on the portion of the lower riverway 
administered by the National Park Service 
and on historic properties located on 
National Park Service fee lands. 


In the preferred alternative the managing 
agencies would work together to inventory, 
evaluate, and protect the riverway’s 
cultural resources. Ali three managing 
agencies should better utilize their own 
internal expertise on cultural resource 
issues to better protect the riverway’s 
cultural resources. The National Park 
Service would continue its efforts to 
identify and evaluate historic buildings, 
structures, cultural landscapes, archeo- 
logical and ethnographic resources, and 
other cultural sites on the federally admin- 
istered portion of the lower riverway in the 
State-administered portion of the riverway. 
The Minnesota and Wisconsin state 
historic preservation offices, American 
Indian interests, and private property 
owners would be responsible for the 
identification, preservation and 
interpretation of historic properties. The 
National Park Service would support this 
effort by performing research on the 
historic contexts of the region. National 
Park Service staff would work with these 
groups where appropriate in developing 
protection and treatment strategies and 
priorities. Property owners and managing 
partners would work together to develop 
challenge cost share grants and other 
cooperative ventures to preserve historic 
properties throughout the state- 
administered zone. The National Park 
“rvice would assist the state historic 
preservation offices in promoting the 
identification, evaluation and protection of 
historic properties by local governments, 
landowners and private institutic as in areas 
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that visually affect the river outside the 
riverway boundary. 


Previously unidentified archeological sites 
might be encountered as the result of future 
excavations or other ground disturbances. 
Archeological surveys would precede any 
future ground disturbing activities under- 
taken by the managing agencies. These 
surveys would be conducted under the 
provisions of section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, in consultation 
with the Minnesota or Wisconsin state 
historic preservation offices. While section 
106 typically applies only to federal 
actions, in this case actions by the state 
managing agencies within the riverway 
would voluntarily comply with the spirit of 
section 106, following procedures to be 
developed in cooperation with the state 
historic preservation office and consistent 
with state statutes and rules. 


Local governments would be strongly 
encouraged and relied upon to play a *<y 
role in protecting historic properties. The 
managing agencies, in cooperation with the 
State historic preservation offices and local 
preservation organizations, would encour- 
age local government efforts. These actions 
would include historic preservation 
measures in county comprehensive plans 
and other regional plans; establishment of 
local historic preservation ordinances; 
participation in the certified local govern- 
ment program administered by the state 
historic preservation offices; and develop- 
ment of incentives (e.g., grants, loans, tax 
breaks) for the rehabilitation of historic 
buildings or preservation of archeological 
sites. The managing agencies also would 
increase their efforts to educate the public 
on the value of the lower riverway’s 
cultural heritage. 





Preferred Alternative: Protect and Enhance Riverway's Diverse Character 


Under the preferred alternative, local 
governments would be required to adopt 
and enforce historic preservation ordi- 
standards for use in the river town and 


LAND PROTECTION/BOUNDARY 
ADJUSTMENTS 


Land Protection 


The goals for riverway land protection are to 
protect the ec slogical integrity, scenic char- 
acter, geologic resources, and cultural and 
historic resources of lands within the bound- 
ary of the Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway while providing for public use 
and enjoyment. The National Park Service 
has essentially completed acquiring land 
and interests in land as identified in the 
Land Protection Pian for the federally 
administered zone. The state DNRs would 
provide the opportunity for landowners to 
participate in a variety of land protection 
programs, such as forest stewardship plans 
and other land stewardship programs. Land 
protection needs and opportunities for 
areas outside the riverway that affect the 
integrity and character of the riverway 
would be addressed in the Watershed 
Stewardship Initiative. 


The following tools and opportunities 
could be used in developing the land 
protection program: 

e Ata minimum, local zoning in conform- 
ance with state minimum standards 
would continue to apply to all lands 
within the niverway, as pubiished in the 
Federal Register between the dam at St. 
Croix Falis/Taylors Falls, and the con- 
fluence with the Mississippi River. 
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(The state departments of natural 
resources would pursue revision of the 
State minimum standards based on the 
suggested land use guidelines in 
appendix A.) 

e Agencies would evaluate alternative 
methods of protection other than acqui- 
sition (e.g., Cooperative agreements, 
environmental regulations, local zoning 
ordinances, private land stewardship). 
There would be support for greater use 
of land trusts and other nonregulatory 
and nongovernmental land protection 
methods. 

e Agencies would renegotiate scenic ease- 
ments where needed to include provi- 
sions for natural and cultural resource 
protection and modifications of vege- 

e NPS and state ownership of lands north 
of Stillwater might be modified to im- 
prove administration. 

e Agencies would encourage inclusion of 
historic preservation measures in county 
comprehensive plans and other regional 
plans and establishment of local historic 

e Agencies would encourage state and lo- 
cal incentives (e.g., grants, loans, tax 
breaks) for the rehabilitation of historic 
buildings or preservation of archeologi- 
cal sites. 

The land protection program for the lower 

riverway addresses only those lands within 

the authorized boundary of the riverway. 

However, lands outside the riverway are 

also integral to the integrity and character 

of the riverway. The Watershed Steward- 
ship Initiative will address land protection 
opportunities in the greater watershed. 
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Boundary Adjustments 


There is a small gap in the boundary on the 
north edge of Wisconsin’s St. Croix Is- 
lands Wildlife Area resulting from an error 
in the original delineation of the riverway 
boundary. The riverway boundary would 
be extended to cover this area. Another mi- 
nor boundary adjustment has been pro- 


posed in Bayport to remove part of a resi- 
dential area that is not near the river. 


If other minor boundary adjustments were 
identified, they would be referred to the 
Lower St. Croix Management Commission 


for review and possible boundary 
adjustments. 








ALTERNATIVE A: DIRECTED LAND DEVELOPMENT AND INCREASED 
RECREATIONAL USE LEVELS 


MANAGEMENT CONCEPT 


As in the preferred alternative, the manag- 
ing agencies would seek to maintain long 
stretches of the lower riverway’s natural 
and rural landscape, while allowing lim- 
ited, planned, development within the 
riverway boundary that was consistent with 
the historic character of the riverway’s 
communities. Alternative A would differ 
from the preferred alternative in that a 
greater proportion of the lower riverway 
would be included in the river town, small 
town historic, or small town management 
areas. Users on the river would continue to 
find opportunities to engage in a wide 
range of recreational experiences. Unlike 
the preferred alternative, as long as users 
were not causing significant damage to the 
riverway’s exceptional resources or posing 
safety hazards to others, no efforts would 
be made to regulate user activities. 


LAND USE 


The “Alternative A: Land” map on page 81 
shows the location and distribution of 
management areas under this alternative; 
table 6 shows the percentages of how much 
of the riverway would be included in each 
management area, while table 7 identifies 
the boundaries of the management areas. 
The management area allocation is in- 
tended to maintain long stretches of the 
river in a natural condition, while still 
allowing development in the existing 
municipalities and areas adjacent to the 
municipalities. As the figure and tables 
indicate, the majority of the lands along the 
riverway would be designated as rural 
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residential (34%) and natural (32%) 
management areas, although most of the 
natural management areas would be north 
of Stillwater. The remaining lands would 
be included in small town, park, river 
town, and small town historic management 
areas, all of which would be scattered 
throughout the riverway. 


Limited new residential and commercial 
development could occur within the mu- 
nicipalities along the riverway. In the river 
town and small town historic management 
areas new development would be allowed 
provided it was consistent with the historic 
character of the communities. New devel- 
opment also could occur in the small town 
management areas, provided the large-lot, 
single-family character of the areas did not 
change. There are few industrial uses with- 
in the riverway; should an industrial site 
ever be abandoned, the most desirable fu- 
ture use of the riverfront portions of those 
properties would be public park. 


The emphasis in this alternative would be 
to ensure that the overall character of the 
communities did not significantly change. 
Consequently, there would be less control 
by the riverway managing agencies on 
specific developments within the munici- 
palities compared to the present. Some 
State land use regulations would be relaxed 
in the river town, small town historic, and 
sinall town management areas to give local 
governments greater flexibility over land 
use, development density, structure heighi, 
etc. Standards regarding such features as 
decks and residential additions also would 
be relaxed in the small town management 
areas. 
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Alternative A: Directed Land Development and Increased Recreational Use Levels 


TABLE 6: LAND MANAGEMENT AREA DISTRIBUTIONS (%) UNDER ALTERNATIVE A* 


























Management Area Minnesota (%) Wisconsin (%) _— Riverway 
River Town 7 4 5 
Small Town Historic 6 4 5 
Small Town 19 10 14 
Rural Residential 33 35 34 
Park 14 6 10 
Natural 22 42 32 
Minimally Disturbed 0 0 0 




















*Percentages C. not necessarily add up to 100% due to rounding. 


TABLE 7: LAND MANAGEMENT AREA Bc UNDARIES IN ALTERNATIVE 





















































Land Segment | Management Area 
, Minnesota 

Taylors Falls Small town historic 
Interstate Park Park 

South end of Interstate Park to south end of McLeod’s_ | Natural 

Slough 

South end of McLeod’s Slough to north end of William | Rural residential 
O’Brien State Park 

William O’Brien State Park Park 

South end of William O’Brien State Park to southern Rural residential 
tip of Greenburg Island in Marine-on-St. Croix 

Southern tip of Greenburg Island in Marine-on-St. Small town historic 
Croix to southern boundary of Marine-on-St. Croix’s 
Butternut Falls Addition 

Southern boundary of Marine-on-St. Croix’s Butternut | Rural residential 
Falls Addition to north limits of Stillwater 

North limits of Stillwater to the south end of Dutch Small town 

Town 

South end of Dutch Town to north end of Bayport River town 

North limits of Bayport to north limits of old Afton Small town 
Village 

Old Afton Village Small town historic 
South end of old Afton Village (north end of River Rural residential 
Road) to north end of Afton State Park 
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Land Segment Management Area 
Afton State Park Park 

South end of Afton State Park to north boundary of St. | Rural residential 
Croix Bluffs Regional Park 

St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park Park 





South end of St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park to north Rural residential 
end of Carpenter Nature Center 





























Carpenter Nature Center Natural 
South end of Carpenter Nature Center to Mississippi Rural residential 
River 

Wisconsin 
St. Croix Falls Small town historic 
Interstate Park Park 
South end of Interstate Park to north limits of Osceola | Natural 
Osceola Small town historic 
South end of Osceola to north end of Twin Springs Natural 





North end of Twin Springs subdivision to south edge of | Rural residential 
St. Croix Station subdivision in North Hudson 
South edge of St. Croix Station subdivision in North Small town 
Hudson to Orange Street 

















Orange Street to I-94 bridge River town 
1-94 bridge to YMCA Camp Small town 
YMCA Camp to north end of Kinnickinnic State Park | Rural residential 





South end of Kinnickinnic State Park to north end of Rural residential 
Cedar St. Croix subdivision 


North end of Cedar St. Croix subdivision to north end Small town 




















of Prescott 

North end of Prescott to Mississippi River River town 
Although there would be more flexibility not significantly change, and to help 
in managing developments in munici- minimize impacts on adjacent rural areas, 
palities in alternative A, the riverway the riverway management areas would 
managing agencies would continue to encourage local governments to cluster 
monitor new development within the new development in the riverway towns. 
communities and their effects. To ensure Local governments also would be encour- 
that the character of the municipalities did aged to protect historic values in the river 
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town and small town historic management 
areas through several methods. Examples 
would include adaptive reuse of existing 
historic structures, adoption and enforce- 
ment of historic preservation ordinances, 
and adoption of architectural standards that 
require new development to be consistent 
with the historic community character. 


In areas outside municipalities, limited 
new developments would continue to be 
allowed, some of which may be visible 
from the river, so long as the riverway’s 
rural and natural character is maintained. 
Specifically, limited new residential and 
commercial development could occur in 
rural residential management areas, limited 
residential development could occur in 
natural management areas, and some 
recreational facilities could be built in the 
park and natural management areas. 


VEGETATIVE MANAGEMENT 


Under this alternative, more development 
would be expected to occur along the river- 
way, and more native plant communities 
likely would be altered. Consequently, the 
riverway managing agencies would seek to 
minimize decreases in the coverage (acre- 
age) of plant communities. Losses due to 
development would be minimized by 
educating landowners, encouraging devel- 
opment in areas that have already been 
disturbed, limiting the “footprint” of the 
development, and encouraging developers 
to replant native vegetation. 

As described under the preferred alterna- 
tive, the primary goals for vegetative man- 
agement would be to screen structures 


from view as seen from the river and 
prevent disturbance of environmentally 
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sensitive areas such as steep slopes or 
rivertront bluffs. 


A secondary goal would be to encourage 
and promote vegetative management 
actions that would maintain historically 
and ecologically significant plant com- 
munities and diversity. Successional 
climax forest and pre-settlement disturbed 
oak savanna would be the rreferred forest 
ecotype examples of significant plant 
communities. However, throughout the 
lower riverway, vegetative screening of 
existing structures and potential develop- 
ment sites wouid take priority over restora- 
tion and maintenance of significant plant 


This alternative would place emphasis on 
voluntary actions, coupled with education 
and stewardship, to preserve plant com- 
munities. Removal of exotic species would 
be encouraged on all lands within the river- 
way. Control of insects and disease would 
be recommended if there would be a high 
likelihood that outbreak would threaten 
large areas of vegetative cover within the 
lower riverway or threaten to infest adja- 
cent lands. In audition, pruning or removal 
of hazard trees would continue to be al- 
lowed. Hazard trees would be trees that 
exhibit damage resulting from insect, dis- 
ease, age, or storm, and, if they were to 
fall, would be a safety risk to people or 
property. Pruning of normal tree growth to 


prevent property damage would also be 
allowed. 


On local government lands voluntary 
efforts would be encouraged to maintain 
preferred forest cover. On state and federal 
lands the managing agencies would main- 
tain and restore preferred forest types. 
Vegetation on NPS fee lands would con- 
tinue to be managed in accordance with 
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NPS policies to perpetuate native plant 
communities. Plant succession would 
generally not be interfered with except to 
protect life or property, convert existing 
tree plantations to nonmonocultures or 
mixed species communities, maintain 
native plant community diversity (e.g., 
prevent loss of prairie and oak savanna), 
and maintain habitat for threatened and 
endangered species. Manipulation of plant 
communities to maintain threatened and 
endangered species habitat would be 
Carried out in a manner designed to restore 
or enhance the functioning of the plant and 
animal community of which the 
endangered species is a natural part. 


On private lands voluntary efforts would 
also be encouraged to maintain a. restore 
preferred forest cover so long as these 
efforts do not conflict with maintaining 
visual screening of existing structures and 
potential development sites. State regula- 
tions that restrict vegetation management 
on private lands would be revised to allow 
maintenance and restoration of the natural 
diversity and ecological integrity of signifi- 
cant plant communities. A variety of man- 
agement techniques, such as planting, 

ling, ing, thinning, | ing. 
prescribed burning, and clearing, would be 
allowed and encouraged on private lands in 
both states to accomplish this goal. Federal 
and state scenic easements would be 
revis~d on a volunteer basis with indi- 
vidual landowners to allow these manage- 
ment techniques. 


A specific action that would be taken to 
encourage significant plant communities 
concerns lands enrolled under forest tax 
law programs on the Wisconsin side of the 
riverway. (Minnesota does not have an 
equivalent law regarding forest manage- 
ment but this action.) Under this alternative 


the Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources would pursue an amendment to 
the state land use standards within the 
riverway (Chapter NR 118). Under the 
proposed amendment, landowners could 
develop a forest management plan with 
department approval that would protect the 
scenic quality of the river, prevent 
disturbance of environmentally sensitive 
areas such as steep slopes or riverfront 
bluffs, and would allow vegetation to be 
managed in a manner that would maintain 
and restore significant plant communities. 


RIVER CROSSINGS 


In alternative A the managing agencies 
would encourage safe, compatible, multi- 
ple uses of existing corridors and structures 
that cross the riverway. Ali proposed 
changes to river crossings or corridors 
would require site-specific environmental 
evaluations. The impacts of each proposal 
would be analyzed and documented before 
the managing agencies would permit any 
change in a river crossing or corridor. 


There would be no increases in the number 
of road or railroad bridges in alternative A. 
However, the scale and character of exist- 
ing bridges could be altered so long as the 
scale and character was still in keeping 
with the values for which the area was 
designed under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. Bridges could be made wider to 
provide for increased capacity with more 
lanes. Road and railroad bridges could be 
replaced with new bridges, provided the 
existing structures were removed. (Agen- 
Cies proposing to replace structures on the 
National Register of Historic Places or 
replace structures that are eligible for 
listing would need to comply with section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation 
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Act before they could remove the 
structures.) Road and railroad bridges also 
could be relocated to new sites, as long as 
the existing structures are removed. 


Utility lines could be replaced with the 
removal of the existing structures. Existing 
transmission lines also could be increased 
in scale (e.g., larger towers, more cables, or 
thicker cables could be installed) or 
relocated to new sites. 


Submarine crossings could be expanded 
(i.e., the size and number of lines could be 
increased) or relocated. New submarine 
crossings also could be permitted. Trench- 
ing or directional drilling may be required 
for all new submarine crossings, depending 
on the resource impacts. Natural vegetation 
would be maintained as much as possible 
along utility line rights-of-way that cross 
the riverway. Clearcutting of rights-of-way 
for pipeline inspections would be 
prohibited. | 


ISLAND AND PUBLIC SHORELINE 
MANAGEMENT 


North of Stillwater public use of publicly 
owned islands and shoreline areas gen- 
erally would be minimally regulated except 
for camping. Camping in the three state 
parks in the area would continue to be 
allowed only in designated campgrounds. 
On federal lands managed by the National 
Park Service, camping would continue to 
be prohibited in two areas: 


e from Taylors Falls/St. Croix Falls to 
1,200 feet south of Franconia Landing 
(the upper entrance to Close Slough) 


e for 1,200 feet north and south of the 
Highway 243 bridge at Osceola 


Camping would continue to be allowed in 
other public areas, subject to a seven-night 
limit at any one site and a 30-night limit 
for the entire summer season at all sites. 
Camping equipment also could not be left 
unattended for more than 24 hours. 


South of Stillwater use of the Hudson Is- 
lands and day use of publicly owned shore- 
line areas would continue to be minimally 
regulated. Camping in the two state parks 
and one regional park would continue to be 
allowed only in designated areas. 


WATER SURFACE USE 


On the water surface, increased recreation- 
al use would be permitted along some 
stretches below Arcola, as long as the 
riverway’s exceptional resource values 
were not compromised and safety hazards 
did not occur. There would be increased 
opportunities for social activity (e.g., more 
access for: >torboats) on designated parts 
of the river. 


The “Alternative A: Water” map on page 
87 and table 8 show the location and 
distribution of water management areas. 
The largest portion of the lower riverway 
in alternative A would be designated as 
active social recreation (30 river miles), 
followed by quiet waters (22 miles of the 
main channel and 5 miles of backwaters) 
and natural waters (22 miles of backwat- 
ers). This management area allocation 
would allow additional recreational use 
(particularly social, motorized uses) below 
the north limits of Stillwater, while still 
providing opportunities for quieter non- 
motorized uses above the Arcola sandbar. 
Mixed uses would occur between the 
Arcola sandbar and the north limits of 
Stillwater. 
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TABLE 8: WATER MANAGEMENT AREA BOUNDARIES IN ALTERNATIVE A 





Water Segment 





The main channel from the Taylors Falls Dam south to Arcola sandbar | Quiet waters 





The backwaters from the Taylors Falls Dam south to the Arcola sandbar | Natural waters 





Stillwater 


The main channel from the Arcola sandbar to the north limits of 





The backwaters from the Arcola sandbar to the north limits of Stillwater | Quiet waters 








The north limits of Stillwater to the Prescott railroad bridge 











Water Use Management From Taylors 
Falls to Arcola Sandbar 


On this stretch of the riverway the main 
channel (22 miles) would be managed as 
quiet waters and the backwaters (22 miles) 
would be managed as natural waters. 
Management of boating on this stretch 
would continue: limited growth in use 
levels would be allowed; opportunities for 
quiet and solitude would be maintained, 
current speed levels would be maintained, 
and access opportunities would continue. 


Water Use Management From Arcola 
Sandbar to the North Limits of 
Stillwater 


All of the main channel (5 miles) in this 
stretch would be an active social recreation 
management area and all of the backwaters 
5 miles) would be in a quiet waters man- 
agement area. Under alternative A the 
riverway managing agencies would in- 


Crease opportunities for more people to 
pursue a variety of uses. Speed levels also 
would be permitted to increase, provided 
there were no safety concerns. No changes 
in access to this stretch would occur. 


Water Use Management From the North 
Limits of Stillwater to Prescott 


All of this reach of the Lower St. Croix (25 
miles) would be an active social recreation 
management area. Additional opportunities 
would be available for large numbers of 
people to engage in a variety of recrea- 
tional uses under alternative A. To accom- 
modate more people, access opportunities 
would be increased, such as by providing 
more parking spaces at existing landings, 
providing more launch ramps, or allowing 
marinas to increase their boat slips. Speed 
levels also would be permitted to increase, 
provided there were no safety concerns. 








Three of the management actions described in the preferred alternative would also be imple- 
mented in alternative A: the navigation channel maintenance, cultural resource management, 
and land protection/boundary adjustments management actions are identical under both 
alternatives. Please refer to the preferred alternative to see these three management actions. 














ALTERNATIVE B: ACCOMMODATE GROWTH BUT MAINTAIN THE 
LANDSCAPE’S VISUAL QUALITIES AND MINIMIZE RECREATIONAL USE 
CONFLICTS 


MANAGEMENT CONCEPT 


Alternative B would stress maintaining the 
natural/rural/town landscape areas within 
the riverway boundary and maintaining the 
present diversity of water recreational 
experiences as much as possible. However, 
the overall level of recreational use would 
be allowed to increase along with the 
expected population growth in the 

riverway region. 


LAND USE 


In alternative B lands within the riverway 
boundary would be managed to maintain 
the current landscape character. Thus, 
existing rural residential and natural condi- 
tions along the river would be maintained. 
However, this alternative would not be a 
complete freeze on new development: 
more residential development could occur 
within the riverway boundary so long as it 
was not visible from the water. 


The allocation of land management areas 
in alternative B is intended to maintain 
existing visual conditions along the 
riverway. As the “Alternatives B and C: 
Land” map on page 91 and tables 9 and 10 
show, the majority of the lands along the 
riverway would be designated as rural 
residential (36%) and natural (38%) 
would be scattered along the river, pri- 
marily south of Marine-on-St.-Croix. Most 
of the natural management areas would be 
north of Stillwater, but a few would be 
designated on the lower stretch, adjacent to 
state parks or nature centers. The rest of 


the lands would be included in small town, 
park, river town, and small town historic 
management areas, all of which reflect 
current conditions along the riverway. 


ment could be built within the munici- 
palities along the riverway, provided it was 
not visible from the river. Additional state 
restrictions (e.g., setback and height re- 
quirements) would be placed on new 
development to minimize the visual impact 
on the landscape. In the river town and 
small town historic management areas new 
development would only be allowed if it 
was consistent with the historic character 
of the communities. New development also 
could occur in the small town management 
areas, provided the existing large-lot, 
single-family character of the areas did not 
within the riverway; should an industrial 
site ever be abandoned, the most desirable 
future use of the riverfront portions of 


those properties would be public park. 


Although this alternative generally would 
impose more restrictions on new develop- 
ment than now, an exception would be 
made for small town management areas: 
some state land use regulations would be 
eased for small town management areas to 
give local governments and landowners 
greater flexibility. Specifically, state stand- 
ards regarding decks ard residential addi- 
tions would be relaxed in the small town 
management areas, provided the additions 
were not visible from the water. 
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TABLE 9: LAND h\ANAGEMENT AREA DISTRIBUTIONS (%) UNDER ALTERNATIVE B 






































Management Area Minnesota (% ! Wisconsin (%) Overali Riverway (%) 
River Town 6 4 5 
Small Town Historic 6 2 4 
Small Town 17 9 13 
Rural Residential 3% 36 3% 
Park 6 4 5 
Natural 30 46 38 
Minimally Disturbed 0 0 0 








*Percentages do not necessarily add up to 100% due to rounding. 


TABLE 10: LAND MANAGEMENT AREA BOUNDARIES IN ALTERNATIVE B 























Land Segment | Management Area 
Minnesota 

Taylors Falls Small town historic 

Interstate Park Park 

South end of Interstate Park to south end of McLeod’s | Natural 

Slough 

South end of McLeod’s Slough to north end of William | Rural residential 

O’Brien State Park 

William O’Brien State Park Natural 





South end of Williz n O’Brien State Park to southern Rural residential 
tip of Greenbu- , Island in Marine-on-Si. Croix 





Southern tip of Greenburg Island in Marine-on-St. Small town historic 
Croix to southern boundary of Marine-on-St. Croix’s 
Butternut Falls Addition 





Sovthern boundary of Marine-on-St. Croix's Butternut | Rural residential 
Falls Addition to north limits of Stillwater 




















North limits of Stillwater to train station Small town 

Train station to north limits of Bayport River town 
Bayport Small town 

South limits of Bayport to Hudson railroad bridge Rural residential 
Hudson railroad bridge to north end of old Afton Small town 
Village 

Old Afton Village Small town historic 








South end of old Afton Village (north end of River Rural residential 
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Lana Segment Macagement Area 
Road) to north end of Afton State Park 
Afton State Park Natural 
South ead of Afton State Park to north boundary of St. Rural residential 
Croix Bluffs Regional Park 
St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park Park 
South end of St. Croix Biuffs Regional Park to north Rural residential 
end of Carpenter Nature Center 
Carpenter Nature Center Natural 
South end of C. N Center to Mississioni Rural residential 
River 

Wisconsin 
St. Croix Falls Smali town historic 
Interstate Park Park 
South end of Interstate Park to Twin Springs Natural 
subdivision, including the bluffs within Osceola 
Oscenla Smail town historic 
Osceola to Twin Sori bdivisi Natural 
Twin Springs subdivision to south edg: of St. Croix Rural residential 
Station subdivision in North Hudson 
South edige of St. Croix Station subdivision in North Small town 
Hudson to Orange Street 
Orange Street to 1-94 bridge River town 
1-94 bridge to south end of Hudson | Small town 
South end of Hudson to north ead of Kinnickinnic State | Pural residential 
Park 
South end of Kinnickinnic State Park to north end of Rural residential 
Prescott 
North ead of Prescott to b.. ssissippi River River town 
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In areas outside municipalities limited new 
developments could be allowed in rural 
residential, park, and natural management 
areas, but they could not be visible from 
the river (unlike alternative A). Specif- 
ically, limited new residential and commer- 
cial development could occur in rural resi- 
dential management areas, limited residen- 
tial development could occur in natural 
management areas, and recreational 
facilities could be built in the park and 
natural management areas. State land use 
regulations would be strengthened to 
ensure that the potential visual impacts of 
new developments in rural areas are 


VEGETATIVE MANAGEMENT 


Vegetation management in alternative B 
would be the same as alternative A. The 
overall emphasis in this alternative would 
be on screening structures from view as 
seen from the river, preventing disturbance 
of environmentally sensitive areas, and 
maintaining the existing diversity of plant 
communities. As in alternative A, a variety 
of actions would be taken or encouraged to 
maintain plant communities, but no action 
would be taken to alter vegetation that 
would conflict with ensuring that develop- 
ments were visually screened from the 
water — vegetative screening of develop- 
ment would take priority over maintenance 
of native plant communities. State regula- 
tions that restrict vegetation removal on 
private lands would be revised to allow 
maintenance of the natural diversity and 
ecological integrity of the riverway’s plant 
communities. The Wisconsin Department 
of Natural Resources would pursue an 
amendment to the state land use standards 
within the riverway (Chapter NR 118), 
which would allow landowners to write a 
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forest management plan (with department 
approval) that provided for the mainte- 
nance of existing native plant communities 
and protection of the river’s scenic quality. 
Federal and state scenic easements would 
be revised on a volunteer basis with indi- 
vidual landowners to maintain native plant 


Vegetation on NPS fee lands also would 
continue to be managed to perpetuate plant 
communities — actions generally would 
not be taken to manipulate plant communi- 
ties or interfere with native insect or dis- 
ease outbreaks except to protect to life or 
property, convert existing tree plantations 
to natural communities, maintain plant 
community diversity, or maintain habitat 
for threatened and endangered species. 


RIVER CROSSINGS 


Under alternative B the managing agencies 
would continue to encourage safe, com- 
patible, multiple uses of existing corridors 
and structures that cross the riverway. As 
in all of the alternatives, all proposed 
changes to river crossings or corridors 
would require site-specific environmental 
evaluations and approval from applicable 
local and state agencies. The impacts of 
each proposal would be analyzed and 
documented before the managing agencies 
permit any change in a river crossing or 
corridor. 


Minimal changes would be permitted in 
the number, type, scale, or characteristics 
of the river crossings — all roads, rail- 
roads, utility lines, and submarine lines 
would be restricted to existing corridors 
(i.e., the existing rights-of-way or the areas 
immediately adjacent to the existing rights- 
of-way). Although road and railroad brid- 
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ges could be replaced within existing cor- 
ndors, no change in the scale or character 
of the bridges would be permitted. (Agen- 
Cies proposing to replace structures on the 
National Register of Historic Places or 
replace structures that are eligible for 
listing would need to comply with section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act before they could remove the struc- 
tures.) 


Utility line structures could be replaced, 
but no changes would be permitted in the 
number, scale, or character of the trans- 


The number of lines in the existing 
submarine crossings would not be 
increased, with one exception: utility lines 
might be relocated to existing submarine 
crossings. If a utility line was replaced by a 
submarine line, trenching or directional 
drilling might be required, depending on 
the resource impacts. 


ISLAND AND PUBLIC SHORELINE 
MANAGEMENT 


North of Stillwater day use would be mini- 
mally regulated. For the three state parks in 
the area camping would be allowed only in 
designated campgrounds. Camping would 
be prohibited in three areas administered 
by the National Park Service: 


e from Taylors Falls/St. Croix Falls to 
1,200 feet south of Franconia Landing 
(the upper entrance to Close Slough) 


e 1,200 feet north and south of the 
Highway 243 bridge at Osceola 
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e from the southern tip of Greenburg 
Island to the upper entrance to Dead 
Man’s Slough (opposite the city of 
Marine-on-St. Croix, generally) 


Minor restrictions would apply to camping 
in other areas. However, as use levels con- 
tinued to grow, additional camping restric- 
tions would be imposed in this alternative 
to protect riverway resources. Specifically, 
at some point camping would be restricted 
north of Stillwater to sites designated by 
the National Park Service. 


Use of the Hudson Islands and publicly 
owned shorelines generally would be 
minimally regulated in alternative B, with 
a couple of exceptions. Camping would 
continue to be allowed only in designated 
areas in the two state parks and one region- 
al park in the area. Also, users would be 
required to have portable toilets to camp on 
the islands at Hudson. 


WATER SURFACE USE 


Users on the river would be assured of 
finding opportunities to engage in a wide 
range of recreational experiences, ranging 
from quiet solitude to faster or more social 
experiences. However, as overall use levels 
increase, additional use management than 
exists today would be required in order to 
minimize the potential for conflicts be- 
tween incompatible uses while maintaining 
the diversity of recreational experiences. 


The strategy of alternative B would be to 
permit overall recreational use levels to 
increase on the lower riverway. However, 
growth would be limited in some areas and 
some recreational uses might be separated 
from other uses in space and/or time south 
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of the north limits of Stillwater to resolve 
user conflicts or safety concerns. 


Specifically, certain parts of the river could 
be set aside for compatible water uses. For 
instance, some segments of the river might 
be designated for canoeing and fishing, 
while other segments might be set aside for 
faster recreational uses such as personal 
might be designated as anchorages. There 
also could be speed limits and slow no- 
wake zones at different times and/or days 
to accommodate more boaters in safe and 
enjoyable conditions. In all cases, a safe 
boating channel would be designated for 
through-traffic along the entire river. 


The “Alternative B: Water” map on page 
97 and table 11 show the location and 
distribution of water management areas. 
The largest portion of the lower riverway 
in alternative B would be designated as 
quiet waters (22 miles of the main channel) 
and natural waters (22 miles of back- 
waters), followed by active social 
recreation waters (13.5 river miles) and 
moderate recreation waters (11.5 river 
miles). The management area allocation is 
intended to allow an increase in recrea- 
tional use (particularly fast motorized uses) 
between the north limits of Stillwater and 
Afton, an increase in slower uses below 
Afton, and limited growth in quiet, largely 
nonmotorized uses, above Arcola. 


Water Use Management From Taylors 
Falls to Arcola Sandbar 


On this stretch of the riverway all of the 
main channel (22 miles) would be man- 






aged as quiet waters, and all of the back- 
waters would be managed as natural 
waters. This would help ensure that 
significantly change. There would be no 
regard to management of boating on this 
stretch: Limited increases in use levels 
would be allowed to continue, existing 

be maintained, current speed levels would 
be maintained, and no changes would 
occur in access opportunities. 


Water Use Management From Arcola 
Sandbar to the North Limits of 
Stillwater 


The riverway managing agencies would 
on this stretch. All of the main channel (5 
miles) would be a moderate recreation 
management area, while all of the back- 
waters would be managed as natural 
waters. The moderate recreation manage- 
ment designation would provide for mod- 
erate numbers of users and a variety of 
boat types, primarily powerboats, traveling 
at slower speeds. As boating levels 
might be imposed to ensure user safety or 
reduce conflicts. Access to this stretch 
would not change. 
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Table 11: Water Management Area Boundaries in Alternative B 





Water Segment 





sandbar 


The main channel from the Taylors Falls Dam south to the Arcola | Quiet waters 





Arcola sandbar via Dead Man’s Slough 


The backwaters from the Taylors Falls Dam south to the Arcola Natural waters 
Sandbar, including Peaslee Lake, the slough between Osceola and 
Cedar Bend, and from the north end of McLeod Slough to the 























The Arcola sandbar to the head of Lake St. Croix Moderate recreation 
The head of Lake St. Croix to Catfish Bar Active social recreation 
| Catfish Bar to the Prescott railroad bridge Moderate recreation 
Water Use Management From the North stretch. Increased use levels would be per- 
Limits of Stillwater to Prescott mitted, but powerboats would be encour- 


Under alternative B the portion of the riv- 
erway between the north limits of Still- 
water and Afton would be managed differ- 
ently from the portion between and Afton 
and Prescott. The 13.5-mile stretch be- 
tween the north limits of Stillwater and 
Afton, accounting for 54% of the overall 
reach, would be designated as an active 
social recreation management area. More 
users would be permitted to use power- 
boats and pursue a variety of recreational 
uses (particularly powerboat use) com- 
pared to the present, although no changes 
would be made in existing access points. 
Speed levels also would be permitted to 
increase, provided there are no safety 
concerns. 


The 11.5-mile stretch between Afton and 
Prescott (46% of the overall reach) would 
be designated as a moderate recreation 

management area. This management area 
would provide for a moderate number of 
people to pursue a variety of uses, primar- 
ily powerboat uses. No changes would 

occur to the existing access points on this 


aged to travel at slower speeds. If boating 
levels continue to increase, the managing 
agencies might impose additional speed 
regulations to address conflicts or safety 
concerns. 


Under alternative B the managing agencies 
would segregate uses either spatially or 
temporally if user conflicts or safety prob- 
lems occurred between the north limits of 
Stillwater and Prescott. For example, the 
managing agencies would consider permit- 
ting only waterskiing in North Hudson 
Bay. Another example of segregating uses 
would be permitting sailing only on Satur- 
days, Sundays, and holidays on the eastern 
two-thirds of Lake St. Croix, between 
Interstate 94 and St. Croix Cove, providing 
that boats moored on the eastern shore 
travel to and from the western third by the 
most direct route. A third possible example 
would be designating anchorage areas, 
with no-wake speed restrictions, just north 
of Point Douglas County Park near the 
Minnesota shore and just south of 
Kinnickinnic State Park near the 


Wisconsin shore. 
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ALTERNATIVE C: MAINTAIN THE LANDSCAPE’S VISUAL QUALITIES AND 
EXISTING RECREATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 


MANAGEMENT CONCEPT 


Alternative C would achieve the same 
conditions in the riverway as described 
under alternative B: as much as possible, 
the views of the lands within the riverway 
boundary and the diversity of river recrea- 
tional experiences would be kept the same. 
The only major difference between the two 
alternatives would be in the strategy used 
to maintain the existing diversity of recrea- 
tional experiences: alternative C would 
freeze the growth of recreational use. 


LAND USE 


Like alternative B, lands within the river- 
way boundary would be managed to main- 
tain the visual quality as seen from the 
water. The management area allocation in 
alternative C would be identical to alterna- 
tive B (see the “Alternative B and C: 
Land” map on page 91 and tables 9 and 10 
on page 92 in the previous section). The 
majority of lands along the riverway would 
be designated as rural residential and nat- 
ural management areas. Limited new resi- 
dential and commercial development could 
occur within the municipalities along the 
riverway, provided it is not visible from the 
river. In addition, in the river town and 
small town historic management areas new 
development could be allowed if it is con- 
sistent with the historic character of the 
communities. New development also could 
occur in the small town management areas, 
provided the existing large-lot, single- 
family character of the areas do not change. 
To provide local governments with more 
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flexibility, state standards regarding decks 
and residential additions would be relaxed 
in the small town management areas, 

uses within the riverway; should an indus- 
trial site ever be abandoned, the most de- 
sirable future use of the riverfront portions 
of those properties would be public park. 


new developments could be allowed in 
rural residential, park, and natural manage- 
ment areas, but they could not be visible 
from the river. Specifically, limited new 
could occur in rural residential manage- 
ment areas, limited new residential devel- 
opment could occur in natural management 
areas, and recreational facilities could be 
built in the park and natural management 
areas. 


VEGETATIVE MANAGEMENT 


Vegetative management in alternative C 
would be the same as described in alterna- 
tive B. The overall emphasis in this alter- 
native would be on screening structures 
from view as seen from the river, prevent- 
ing disturbance of environmentally sensi- 
tive areas, and maintaining the diversity of 
plant communities. A variety of actions 
would be taken or encouraged on riverway 
lands to maintain native plant communi- 
ties, but no action would be taken to alter 
vegetation that would conflict with en- 
suring that developments were visually 
screened from the water — vegetative 
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screening of development would take 
priority over maintenance of native plant 
vegetation removal on private lands would 
be revised to allow maintenance of the 
natural diversity and ecological integrity of 
the riverway’s plant communities. The 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Re- 
sources would pursue an amendment to the 
state land use standards within the river- 
way (Chapter NR 118). ). Under the pro- 
posed amendment, landowners could 
develop a forest management plan with 
department approval that would protect the 
scenic quality of the river, prevent dis- 
turbance of environmentally sensitive areas 
such as steep slopes or riverfront bluffs, 
and would allow vegetation to be managed 
in a manner that would maintain signifi- 
scenic easements would be revised on a 
to maintain plant communities. 


Vegetation on National Park S-rvice fee 
lands also would continue to be managed 
to perpetuate native plant communities. 


Management of river crossings would be 
the same as described under alternative B. 
Minima) changes would be permitted in 
the number, type, scale, or characteristics 
of the river crossings. Although road and 
railroad bridges could be replaced within 
existing corridors, no change in the scale or 
character of the bridges would be permit- 
ted. Existing utility line structures could be 
replaced with the removal of the existing 
structure in this alternative, but no changes 
would be permitted in the number, scale, or 
character of the transmission structures. No 
increase in the size or number of lines in 


occur with one exception: existing over- 
head utility lines could be relocated to 


ISLAND AND PUBLIC SHORELINE 
MANAGEMENT 


The riverway managing agencies would 
employ several strategies to prevent a 
growth in use of publicly owned islands 
and shorelines and to prevent additional 
resource impacts along the riverway. As in 
the other alternatives, north of Stillwater 
day use would be minimally regulated. For 
the three state parks in the area camping 
would be allowed only in designated 
campgrounds. Camping would continue to 
be prohibited in the same three areas that 
were described in alternative B. In alterna- 
tive C, the National Park Service would 
implement camping permit and reservation 
systems: users would need reservations and 
permits to camp on a)! NPS administered 
lands on the lower riverway. North of Still- 
water camping would be restricted to sites 
designated by the National Park Service. 


South of Stillwater day use of the Hudson 
Islands and publicly owned shorelines 
generally would continue to be minimally 
regulated. Camping would continue to be 
allowed only in designated areas in the two 
state parks and one regional park. Also, 
users would be required to have portable 
toilets to camp on the islands at Hudson. 


WATER SURFACE USE 


Alternative C, like alternative B, would 
strive to maintain the existing diversity of 
river recreational experiences and mini- 
mize the potential for conf cts between 
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incompatible uses. To achieve this desired 
condition, recreational use levels would be 
frozen. In other words, an increase in water 
surface recreational use over 1997 levels or 
a change in the mix and pattern of uses 
would not be permitted. To freeze recrea- 
tional growth would require more manage- 
ment than presently exist. The aiternative 
would largely rely on tightly regulating all 
access points to the river (including limit- 
ing access to the Mississippi River within 
boater commuting range of the St. Croix) 
and banning new access points to prevent 
future growth. Access points would be 
closely monitored and closed when their 
Other actions that would be taken to 
discourage grov-th include prohibiting new 
ramps of any kind, prohibiting the expan- 
sion or construction of marinas, promulgat- 
ing more surface use regulations (e.g., 
designating more slow no-wake zones), 
and aggressive enforcement of riparian 
owner access limits. 


The “Alternative C: Water” map on page 
103 and table 12 show the location and 
distribution of water management areas. In 
alternative C the active social recreation 
management area would cover the largest 
portion of the lower riverway (25 river 
miles), followed by natural waters (22 
miles) and quiet waters (22 miles); 5 miles 
of the lower riverway would be designated 
as a moderate recreation area. The man- 
agement area distributi»n above the north 
limits of Stillwater would be identical to 
alternative B. However, from the north 
limits of Stillwater to Prescott, alternative 
C differs from B in that all of the riverway 
would be designated as an active social 
recreation management area, which reflects 
how this part of the riverway is now 
managed. 


Water Use Mauagement From Taylors 
Falls to Arcola Sandbar 


The main channel (22 miles) from Taylors 
Falls to Arcola sandbar would be managed 
as quiet waters, and the backwaters would 
be managed as natural waters, which 
agement would continue: increases in use 
levels would be discouraged, opportunities 
for quiet and solitude and speed levels 
would be maintained, and access oppor- 


Water Use Management From Arcola 
Sandbar to the North Limits of 
Stillwater 


The riverway managing agencies would 
maintain existing recreational opportunities 
on this stretch. The main channel (5 river 
miles) would be a moderate recreation 
management area, while the backwaters 
would be managed as natural waters. The 
moderate recreation management designa- 
tion would provide for moderate numbers 
of users and a variety of boat types, pri- 
marily powerboats, traveling at slower 

be imposed to ensure user safety or reduce 
conflicts. No changes in access to this 
stretch would occur. 


Water Use Management From the North 
Limits of Stillwater to Prescott 


This stretch would be designated an active 
social recreation management area. Users 
would continue to use powerboats and pur- 
sue a variety of recreational uses (particu- 
larly powerboat use). Existing use levels 
and speed levels would be maintained, and 
access points would remain the same. 
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TABLE 12: WATER MANAGEMENT AREA BOUNDARIES IN ALTERNATIVE C 

















Area Classification 
Backwaters from the Taylors Falls Dam to the Arcola sandbar Natural waters 
Taylors Falls Dam to the Arcola sandbar Quiet waters 

The Arcola Sandbar to the head of Lake St. Croix Moderate recreation 
The head of Lake St. Croix to Prescott Active social recreation 

















Three of the management actions described in the preferred alternative would also be imple- 
mented in alternative C: the navigation channel maintenance, cultural resource management, and 











104 





ALTERNATIVE D: EMPHASIZE RESOURCE PROTECTION AND REDUCE 


RECREATIONAL USE 
MANAGEMENT CONCEPT provided it was not visible from the river. 
Additional state and local restrictions 
As the region surrounding the St. Croix would be placed on new development to 
valley continued to urbanize and grow in minimize the visual impact on the land- 
population, people would have less oppor- scape. In the river town and small town 
tunity to experience nature, quiet, and soli- historic management areas, new develop- 


tude. In alternative D the lower riverway 
would be managed to promote and restore 
the natural qualities of the riverway. The 
predominance of natural features over 
modern developments would increase 
landscapes would be restored where feasi- 
ble. More emphasis would be placed on 
promoting user experiences that are 
quieter, slower, and less intrusive and 
disturbing to others. 


LAND USE 


Alternative D would place more emphasis 
on resource protection than the previous 
alternatives. Thus, fewer areas would be 
available for new residential or commercial 
development than the other alternatives. As 
shown on the “Alternative D: Land” map 
on page 106 and tables 13 and 14, the 
majority of the land in the riverway would 
be included in natural (22%) and mini- 


account for 21% of the land in the bound- 
ary and would be scattered throughout the 
riverway. The remaining lands would be 
included in small town, park, river town, 
and small town historic management areas, 
most of which would cover small areas 
south of Stillwater’s northern boundary. 


New development would be built within 
the municipalities along the riverway, 


ment would only be allowed if it was con- 
sistent with the historic character of the 
communities. In small town management 
areas new development would be permitted 
only if it was consistent with the large-lot, 
single-family character of the areas. Unlike 
alternatives A and B, there would be no re- 
laxation of standards for s’: h features as 
decks and residential ad. \\.ons. If indus- 
trial uses were to be discontinued, local 
governments would be encouraged to 
redevelop the areas as parklands. 


In areas outside municipalities a strong em- 
phasis would be on resource protection to 
increase the predominance of the river- 
way’s natural/rural features over modern 
development. Limited new developments 
could be allowed in rural residential, park, 
and natural management areas, but they 
could not be visible from the river. Some 
ment could be built in rural residential 
management areas, and some recreational 
facilities could t= built in the park and 
natural management areas. State land use 
regulations ‘vould be strengthened to re- 
duce the potential visual impacts of new 
developments in areas outside towns. Nat- 
ural landscapes would be restored where 
feasible. Throughout the riverway, no new 
construction or expansion of existing struc- 
tures would be permitted unless topog- 
raphy (not vegetation) made it impossible 
to see from the river. 
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TABLE 13: LAND MANAGEMENT AREA DISTRIBUTION (% ) UNDER ALTERNATIVE D.° 






































Management Area Minnesota (% ) Wisconsin (% ) Overall 
Riverway (%) 

River Town 4 

Small Town Historic 4 
Small Town 16 9 12 
Reral Residential 23 19 21 
Park 4 4 4 
Natural 25 20 22 
Minimally Disturbed 20 43 32 





“Percentages do not necessarily add up to 100% due to rounding. 


TABLE 14: LAND MANAGEMENT AREA BOUNDARIES IN ALTERNATIVE D 
























































Land Segment | Management Area 
Minnesota 

Taylors Falls Small town historic 

Interstate Park Park 

South end of Interstate Park to sou") .ad of McLeod’s | Minimally disturbed 

Slough 

South end of McLeod's Slough to north end of William | Rural residential 

O’Brien State Park 

William O’Brien State Park Natural 

South end of William O’Brien State Park to southern Rural residential 

tip of Greenburg Island in Marine-on-St. Croix 

Southern tip of Greenburg Island in Marine-on-St. Small town historic 

Croix to southern boundary of Marine-on-St. Croix's 

Butternut Falls Addition 

een Deion eitied St. Croix’s B Rural residenti-" 

Falis Addition to High Bridge 

High Bridge to north limits of Stillwater Natural 

North limits of Stillwater to south end of Dutch Town Small town 

South end of Dutch Town to train station Natural 

Train station to north limits of Bayport River town 

Bayport Small town 

South limits of Bayport to Hudson railroad bridge Natural 

Hudson railroad bridge to north end of oid Afton Small town 

Village 
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Land Segment Management Area 

Old Afton Village Small town historic 

South end of old Afton Village (north end of River Rural residential 

Road) to north end of Afton State Park 

North end of Afton State Park to south end of St. Croix | Natural 

Bluffs Regional Park 

South end of St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park to north Rural residential 

end of Carpenter Nature Center 

Carpenter Nature Center Natural 

South end of Carpenter Nature Center to Mississippi Rural residential 

River 

Wisconsin 

St. Croix Falls Small town historic 

Interstate Park Park 

South end of Interstate Park to Twin Springs Minimally disturbed 

subdivision, excluding Osceola 

Bluffs within Osceola Natural 

Osceola Small town 

Twin Springs subdivision to south edge of St. Croix Natural 

Station subdivision in North Hud 

South edge of St. Croix Station subdivision in North Small town 

Hudson to Orange Street 

Orange Street to 1-94 bridge River town 

I-94 bridge to south end of Hudson Small town 

South end of Hudson to Black Bass Bar Rural residential 

Black Bass Bar to south end of Kinnickinnic State Park | Natural 

South end of Kinnickinnic State Park to north end of Rural residential 

Prescott 

North end of Prescott to Mississippi River River town 
VEGETATIVE MANAGEMENT A secondary goal would be to encourage 

and promote vegetative management 
The primary goals for vegetative manage- actions that would maintain and restore 
ment would be to screen structures from historically and ecologically significant 


view as seen from the river and prevent 
disturbance of environmentally sensitive 
areas such as steep slopes or riverfront 
bluffs. 
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plant communities and enhance diversity. 
Successional climax forest and presettle- 
ment disturbed oak savanna would be the 
preferred forest ecotype examples of sig- 
nificant plant communities. However, 








Alternative D: Emphasize Resource Protection and Reduce Recreational Use 


throughout the lower riverway, vegetative 
screening of existing structures and 
potential development sites would take 
of significant plant communities. 

This alternative would place emphasis on 
voluntary actions, coupled with education 
and stewardship, to preserve and restore 
plant communities. Removal of exotic 
species would be encouraged on all lands 
within the riverway. Control of insects and 
disease would be recommended if there 
would be a high likelihood that outbreak 
would threaten large areas of vegetative 
cover within the lower riverway or threaten 
to infest adjacent lands. In addition, prun- 
ing or removal of hazard trees would con- 
tinue to be allowed. Hazard trees would be 
trees that exhibit damage resulting from 
insect, disease, age, or storm, and, if they 
were to fall, would be a safety risk to 
people or property. Pruning of normal tree 
growth to prevent property damage would 
also be allowed. 


On local government lands voluntary ef- 
forts would be encouraged to maintain and 
restore preferred forest cover. On state and 
federal lands the managing agencies would 
maintain and restore preferred forest types. 
Vegetation on NPS fee lands would 
continue to be managed in accordance with 
NPS policies to perpetuate native plant 
communities. Plant succession would 
generally not be interfered with except to 
protect life or property, convert existing 
tree plantations to nonmonocultures or 
mixed species communities, maintain 
native plant community diversity (e.g., 
prevent loss of prairie and oak savanna), 
and maintain habitat for threatened and 
endangered species. Manipulation of plant 
communities to maintain threatened and 
endangered species habitat would be 
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Carried out in a manner designed to restore 
or enhance the functioning of the plant and 
animal community of which the endan- 
gered species is a natural part. 


On private lands voluntary efforts would 
also be encouraged to maintain and restore 
preferred forest cover so long as these 
efforts do not conflict with maintaining 
visual screening of existing structures and 
potential development sites. State regula- 
tions that restrict vegetation management 
on private lands would be revised to allow 
maintenance and restoration of the natural 
diversity and ecological integrity of 
significant plant communities. A variety of 
management techniques, such as planting, 
seeding, pruning, thinning, harvesting, 
prescribed burning, and clearing, would be 
allowed and encouraged on private lands in 
both states to accomplish this goal. Federal 
and state scenic easements would be re- 
vised on a volunteer basis with individual 
landowners to allow these management 
techniques. 


A specific action that would be taken to 
encourage significant plant communities 
concerns lands enrolled under forest tax 
law programs on the Wisconsin side of the 
riverway. (Minnesota does not have an 
equivalent law regarding forest manage- 
ment but this action.) The Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources would 
pursue an amendment to the state land use 
standards within the riverway (Chapter NR 
118). Under the proposed amendment, 
landowners could develop a forest manage- 
ment plan with department approval that 
would protect the scenic quality of the 
river, prevent disturbance of environment- 
ally sensitive areas such as steep slopes or 
riverfront bluffs, and would allow vegeta- 
tion to be managed in a manner that would 
maintain significant plant communities. 
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As in the other alternatives, the managing 
agencies would continue to encourage safe, 
compatible, multiple uses of existing corri- 
dors and structures that cross the riverway. 
Similarly, all proposed changes to river 
crossings or corridors would require site- 
specific environmental evaluations and 
approval of applicable local and state 
agencies. The impacts of each proposal 
would be analyzed and documented before 
the managing agencies permitted any 
change in a river crossing or corridor. 


In alternative D the managing agencies 
would strive to reduce the visual impact of 
structures that cross the riverway. Road, 
railroad bridges, utility lines, and subma- 
rine lines would be restricted to corridors 
(i.e., the rights-of-way or the areas immedi- 
ately adjacent to the rights-of-way). Al- 
though road and railroad bridges could be 
replaced within corridors, no change in the 
scale or character of the bridges would be 
permitted. (Agencies proposing to replace 
structures on the National Register of 
Historic Places or replace structures that 
are eligible for listing would need to 
comply with section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act before they could 
remove the structures.) 


The managing agencies would also encour- 
age a reduction in utility lines. The utility 
lines could be reduced by consolidating 
them onto existing bridges and towers, by 
consolidating them onto new structures in 
existing corridors (assuming this would 
eliminate several existing structures), or by 
converting them to submarine lines. 


As noted above, new corridors for subma- 
rine lines under the river would not be per- 
mitted. However, an increase in the size or 
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number of lines in a submarine corridor 
might be permitted if this action would 
result in the replacement of a utility line. If 
a utility line is replaced by a submarine 
line, trenching or directional drilling might 
be required, depending on the resource 
impacts. 


ISLAND AND PUBLIC SHORELINE 
MANAGEMENT 


In alternative D the riverway managing 
agencies would employ several strategies 
to prevent additional resource impacts to 
publicly owned islands and shorelines 
along the riverway. As in the other alterna- 
tives, north of Stillwater day use would be 
minimally regulated. For the three state 
parks in the area, camping would be al- 
lowed only in designated campgrounds. 
Camping would continue to be prohibited 
in the same three areas as described in 
alternatives B and C. The National Park 
Service also would limit camping to a few 
designated sites. Users would need reser- 
vations and permits to camp at these sites. 


South of Stillwater day use of the Hudson 
Islands and publicly owned shorelines 
would continue to be minimally regulated. 
Camping would continue to be allowed 
only in designated areas in the two state 
parks and one regional park in the area. 
Camping on the islands at Hudson would 
be limited to just a few watercraft. In addi- 
tion, users would be required to have port- 
able toilets to camp on the islands. 


WATER SURFACE USE 


Recreational uses would not change. River 
users would continue to find opportunities 
for a variety of recreational experiences. 
However, more opportunities would be 
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available for users to find quieter, slower, 
peaceful recreational experiences in desig- 
nated areas than currently exist. This alter- 
native would encourage users to slow 
down and appreciate the river’s stories and 
make the riverway a special place. In other 
words, alternative D calls for increased use 
management in order to increase oppor- 
tunities for quiet and solitude, to address 
potential user conflicts, and to increase 
users’ appreciation of the riverway. 


Increased management of use would occur 
under this alternative to reduce overall use 
levels and the density of recreational use 
on the river and to reduce speed levels. 
North of the head of Lake St. Croix, use 
levels and densities would be reduced to 
provide more opportunities for solitude. 
South of the head of Lake St. Croix, use 
levels would be decreased to improve 
users’ experiences by reducing congestion, 
noise, and conflicts. Lower speeds would 
be encouraged to help increase users’ ap- 
preciation of the environment and to re- 
duce conflicts. 


Reducing overall use levels would be ac- 
complished by closing some of the existing 
publicly owned water access points and by 
acquiring and closing some of the existing 
privately owned marinas. New access de- 
velopment would be prohibited. Remain- 
ing accesses would be closely monitored 
and closed when their predetermined ca- 
pacities were reached (including !imiting 
access to the Mississippi River within 
boater commuter range of the St. Cro‘x). 
There would also be aggressive enforce- 
ment of riparian owner access limits. 


The “Alternative D: Water” map on page 
113 and table 15 show the location and 
distribution of water management areas. 
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The largest portion of the lower riverway 
would be designated as a moderate recrea- 
tion management area (25 miles), and as 
natural waters (22 miles of backwaters and 
10 miles of the main channel). Quiet water 
management areas would cover 17 miles 
(12 miles of the main channel and 5 miles 
of backwaters). No active social recreation 
management areas would be designated, 
eliminating all fast boating and water- 
skiing. 


Water Use Management From Taylors 
Falls to Arcola Sandbar 


On this stretch of the riverway 12 miles of 
the main channel would be managed as 
quiet waters (55% of the entire reach) and 
10 miles would be managed as natural 
waters (45% of :he reach). Backwaters (22 
miles) would be managed as natural wat- 
ers. This allocation of management areas 
would help ensure that recreational activi- 
ties did not significantly change. To in- 
crease opportunities for quiet and solitude, 
use levels would be decreased and access 
opportunities would be reduced. 


Water Use Management From Arcola 
Sandbar to the North Limits of 
Stillwater 


All of the main channel and backwaters be- 
tween Arcola and the north limits of Still- 
water (5 river miles) would be a quiet 
waters management area. Both motorized 
and nonmotorized boats would continue to 
be able to use this area. However, alterna- 
tive D would provide for increased oppor- 
tunities for quieter, slower boating activi- 
ties than now. To achieve this, use and 
speed levels would be reduced. No changes 
in access points would be permitted. 





Water Use Management From the North 
Limits of Stillwater to Prescott 


people to pursue a variety of uses, primar- 
ily powerboat uses. However, to improve 
the user experience and resolve conflicts, 
management actions would be taken to 
decrease use levels, reduce speed levels, 


TABLE 15: WATER MANAGEMENT AREA BOUNDARIES IN ALTERNATIVE D 





























Area Cla: sification 
Taylors Falls Dam south to Rock Island Quiet waters 

The main channel and backwaters from Rock Island to the south end of McLeod Natural waters 
Slough 

The main channel from the south end of McLeod Slough to the Arcola sandbar Quiet waters 

The backwaters from the south end of McLeod Slough to the Arcola sandbar Natural waters 
The Arcola sandbar to the north limits of Stillwater Quiet waters 

The north limits of Stillwater to the Mississippi River Moderate recreation 











Three of the management actions described in the preferred alternative would also be imple- 
mented in alternative D: the navigation channel maintenance, cultural resource management, 
and land protection /boundary adjustments management actions are identical under both 


alternatives. 
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ALTERNATIVE E: NO ACTION 


MANAGEMENT CONCEPT 


This alternative is included to satisfy the 
requirements of the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act, and it provides a base- 
line for comparing the other alternatives. In 
alternative E the managing agencies would 
continue to manage the lower riverway as 
they have in the past. The agencies would 
continue to follow the guidance and man- 
agement directions in the 1976 Master 
Plan (with some changes based on current 
management practices) and the current 
Lower St. Croix Management Commis- 
sion’s policy resolution. Management 
would focus on maintaining existing land 
use and recreational use patterns —- no 
changes wc... ccur in the permitted uses 
of the lower riverway, and no new 
management actions would be taken to 
limit or restrict existing uses unless there 
were safety concerns or users were 
adversely affecting the lower riverway’s 
exceptional resources. The managing 
agencies would react to recreational use as 
they have in the past and to issues and 
trends that were not addressed in the 
Master Plan. Riverway management 
would continue to rely on the policy 
resolution and potential amendments to 
address new issues that arose. 


LAND USE 


The managing agencies would continue to 
manage land use along the lower riverway 
as they have in the past. Emphasis would 
continue to be placed on maintaining long 
stretches of the lower riverway’s natural 

and rural jandscape. The makeup of incor- 
porated areas in Minnesota and Wisconsin 


114 


is 32% and 16% respectively; the unincor- 
porated areas make up 68% and 84% 
respectively. Under this alternative 24% of 
the land along the lower riverway would be 
maintained as incorporated areas and 76% 
would be maintained as unincorporated 
areas. In incorporated areas local and state 
zoning standards would continue to 


as development density and height and 
color of structures. Lot sizes wo. /d not be 
restricted, but limits on decks and addi- 
tions to existing residences would con- 
tinue. No special actions would be taken to 
maintain the historic character of riverway 


In areas outside municipalities no changes 
would be made to state land use regula- 
continue to be allowed, some of which may 
be visible from the river. 


VEGETATIVE MANAGEMENT 


This alternative would emphasize mini- 
mizing the visibility of development from 
the river. Maintenance of the natural abun- 
dance, diversity, and ecological integrity of 
the riverway’s plant communities would 
continue to be limited by state regulations 
that restrict vegetation removal on private 
lands. Plant communities would not be 
afforded any special protection under 
alternative E — limited management ac- 





tions would be taken to restore or maintain 
plant communities, such as prairie and oak 
savanna on private lands. A vegetation 
control zone would continue to be in effect 
along the lower riverway. In this area, 
which is larger in unincorporated areas 
than in incorporated areas, large trees 
generally could not be cut. (However, 
small trees and shrubs can be removed 
from this area.) 


Vegetative management by private land- 
owners in both states would continue to be 
limited to the removal of disease or insect 
infested trees, removal of hazardous trees, 
pruning of trees, and cutting of understory 
vegetation. Plant succession and restric- 
tions on vegetation removal would contin- 
.£ to favor perpetuation and expansion of 
closed canopy forest communities. 


One action that could be taken to protect 
the scenic quality of the river would 
concern lands enrolled under the managed 
forest law on the Wisconsin side of the 
riverway. Current state land use standards 
(Chapter NR 118) do not provide for the 
removal of vegetation in the riverway to 
protect scenic quality. The Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources has 
proposed that this oversight be corrected. 
Thus, under alternative E the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources would 
pursue an amendment to the state land use 
standards within the riverway. Specifically, 
under the proposed amendment, landown- 
ers could develop a forest management 
plan, with department approval, that would 
allow vegetation to be removed in a man- 
ner that would protect the scenic quality of 
the river. 


Vegetation on NPS fee lands would con- 
tinue to be managed in accordance with 


115 


Alternative E: No Action 


NPS policies to perpetuate native plant 
communities. Plant succession and native 
insect or disease outbreaks would generally 
not be interfered with except to protect life 
or property, convert existing tree planta- 
tions to nonmonocultures or mixed species 
communities, maintain native plant 
community diversity (e.g., prevent loss of 
prairie and oak savanna), and maintain 
habitat for threatened and endangered 
species. Maintenance of native plant 
communities would be pursued where it 
of plant communities to maintain threat- 
ened and endangered species habitat would 
be carried out in a manner designed to 
restore or enhance the functioning of the 
plant and animal community of which the 
endangered species is a natural part. 


RIVER CROSSINGS 


In this alternative there would be no 
changes in the number and type of river 
crossings. No increases in road and rail- 
submarine corridors, would be permitted. 
Although road and railroad bridges would 
be restricted to existing corridors (i.e., the 
existing rights-of-way or the areas immedi- 
ately adjacent to the existing rights-of- 
way), the scale and character of these 
bridges could be changed. For example, 
bridges could be widened to allow in- 
creased capacity with more lanes. Utility 
lines might be replaced or relocated, but no 
change in the number, scale, or character of 
overhead river crossings would be permit- 
ted. Although no new submarine corridors 
would be permitted, the size and number of 
lines within existing corridors could be 
increased. Trenching or directional drilling 





could be required to install new submarine 
lines, depending on the resource impacts. 


ISLAND AND PUBLIC SHORELINE 
MANAGEMENT 


North of Stillwater, recreational use of 
would continue. Three state parks in this 
area would allow camping only in desig- 
nated campgrounds. The National Park 
Service would continue to prohibit camping 
in three areas under its management: 


e Camping would be prohibited on federal 
land from Taylors Falls / St. Croix Falls 
to 1,200 feet s~uth of Franconia Landing 
(the upper entr. nce to Close Slough) 


e Camping would be prohibited on federal 
land for 1,200 feet north and south of 
the Highway 243 bridge at Osceola 


e Camping would be prohibited on federal 
land from the southern tip of Greenburg 
Island to the upper entrance to Dead 
Man’s Slough (opposiie the city of 
Marine-on-St. Croix, generally) 


Camping would be allowed in other areas 
under NPS jurisdiction, subject to a 7-night 
limit at any one site and a 30-night limit for 
the entire summer season at all sites. Camp- 
ing equipment could not be left unattended 
for more than 24 hours at any site. 


South of Stillwater use of the Hudson 
Islands and day use of publicly owned 
shoreline areas would continue to be 
minimally regulated. Camping in the two 
State parks and one regional park in the 
area would continue to be allowed only in 
designated areas. 
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WATER SURFACE USE 


Under alternative E river users would 
continue to find opportunities for a variety 
of recreational experiences. No new man- 
agement areas would be implemented and 
no changes would occur in the permitted 
uses of or access to the lower riverway. No 
new management actions would be taken 
to limit or restrict the type of existing uses 
or user numbers, unless there were safety 
issues or users were adversely affecting the 
lower riverway’s exceptional resources. 
The overall number of access points would 
not change. 


New user facilities would not be built, with 
the exception of developments already 
planned (e.g., developing the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources public 
access at the Allen S. King plant). Other 
generally would not change. The emphasis 
would be »n maintaining existing facilities. 


Water Use Management From Taylors 
Falls to Arcola Sanbar 


tude on this stretch of the lower riverway. 
to limit growth in user numbers here. No 
changes would be made to boat speed 
limits or to the number of access points 
along this stretch. 











Existi ities for ‘onal 
uses, primarily powerboat recreation, 
would be maintained as they are now on 
this stretch. If boating levels increased 
additional speed regulations might be 
imposed to ensure user safety. 


Water Use Management From the North 
Limits of Stillwater to Prescott 


Existing opportunities would be main- 
tained for large numbers of people to 
recreate on this stretch, primarily 
powerboat users. If boating levels 
increased additional speed regulations — 
might be imposed to ensure user safety. 
Except for the planned access at the Allen 
S. King plan, no changes would occur in 
access Opportunities to this stretch. 


USER CARRYING CAPACITY 


No new special actions would be taken 
under this alternative to address the lower 
riverway’s carrying capacity. Use would be 
allowed to continue to increase in the 
lower riverway unless one of the condi- 
tions noted above were met. The existing 
Lower St. Croix Management Commission 
policy that prohibits new marinas and 
expansion of existing marinas in the lower 
public access sites to no more than 100 
needs of small watercraft and were located 
in noncongested use areas. In addition, the 
current prohibitions on expanding the 
parking capacity of nonpublic launch 
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No changes would be proposed for the 3- 
foot navigation channel between the 
Taylors Falls dam and the Arcola sandbar 
or the 9-foot navigation channel from 
Stillwater to Prescott in alternative E. The 
3-foot channel from the Arcola sandbar 
down to river mile 24.5 at Stillwater would 
continue to be authorized for navigation 
and could be maintained if the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers decided it was neces- 
sary. The 9-foot navigation channel from 
Stillwater to Prescott would continue to be 
maintained at its current wiith by the 
Corps. Dredged materia) would continue to 
be placed where it cculd be reused for 
beneficial purposes while minimizing 
impacts to aquatic resources. Any water- 
craft entering the riverway to conduct 
dredging activities would be checked and 
Cleaned if necessary in a manner consistent 
with the zebra mussel prevention plan. 


CULTURAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 


The managing agencies would continue to 
exercise their responsibility to inventory 


continue to conduct archeological surveys 
in Conjunction with projects involving 
of Classified Structures inventory for 
federally owned properties, and complete a 








cultural landscape inventory. In addition, 
the National Park Service would prepare a 
historic resource study and an ethnographic 
overview and assessment, which would 
for resources in the federal and state 
administered zones of the lower riverway. 
resource managers in understanding the 
lower riverway’s cultural resources, 
determining appropriate treatments, and 
ee 


NPS planners and resource specialists 
preservation offices of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin, American Indian interests, and 
private property owners where appropriate 
in developing protection and treatment 
strategies and priorities for all historic 
properties along the riverway. 


LAND PROTECTION /BOUNDARY 
ADJUSTMENTS 


Land protection within the federally 
administered zone (north of Stillwater) 
would continue to be guided by the 
National Park Service’s Land Protection 
Plan (NPS 1984), which identifies those 
lands or interests in lands that need to be 
acquired to accomplish the intent otf the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and/or 
riverway management objectives. In large 
easement acquisition have been completed 
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in the federally administered zone; 
therefore, there would be no major changes 
in the status of lands from Taylors Falls to 
Stillwater. 


Land protection throughout the lower 
riverway would continue to rely on special 
been adopted and administered by local 
governments based on standards estab- 
lished by the states. The states would con- 
tinue to provide oversight on local deci- 
sions to ensure consistent administration of 
the rules. State land use rules could be 
amended under this alternative for several 
reasons, such as to make the Minnesota 
and Wisconsin rules more alike, to make 
tions of the Lower St. Croix Management 
Commission, and to reflect any changes in 
eligibility for the Wisconsin forest man- 
agement tax program. 


Some limited protection in the state- 
administered zone (south of Stillwater) 
would continue to be provided by scenic 
easements acquired by the states. No new 
scenic easements would be acquired by the 
states. However, the states would continue 
to administer their current easements. 


Minor boundary adjustments would con- 
tinue to be evaluated on a case-by-case 
continue to be considered by the managing 
agencies, such as where the boundary now 
splits a parcel of land, or where an adjacent 
road provides a more easily definable 
boundary. 











ALTERNATIVES BUT ELIMINATED 
FROM DETAILED STUDY 


The task force identified two other alter- 
natives for managing the Lower St. Croix 
but dropped them from further study. 
Under the “Lake Minnetonka” concept the 
intent would have been to allow portions of 
the lower riverway to change so they 
would have looked like Lake Minnetonka, 
a lake in suburban Minneapolis surrounded 
by beautifully landscaped homes, which 
users could view from their boats. State 
land use controls would have been limited 
under this alternative; there would have 
been no state restrictions unique to the 
Lower St. Croix. Unrestricted residential 
development would have been allowed 
along parts of the shoreline, enabling river 
users to float past a “parade of scenic 
homes.” The task force rejected this alter- 
native because it would have been incon- 
sistent with the purposes of the lower 
allowed increased urbanization in the 
riverway corridor, which would have 
resulted in the loss of many of the 

lower riverway was established by Con- 
gress to protect and preserve the scenic 
resources and to maintain the area’s natural 
character in an urbanizing region. Houses 
would not have been considered “scenic 
resources” in the context of a river in the 
national wild and scenic rivers system. 


The other alternative that was dropped 
protection and slower, nonmotorized uses 
on the lower riverway. (Alternative E in 
the April 1997 workbook.) Increased 
emphasis would be placed on restoring 
natural landscapes compared to the other 
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alternatives. More restrictions would be 
placed on new developments to reduce 
quiet would be encouraged through 
controls on the use of machinery on lands 
would ban all motorized watercraft and 
would allow increased nonmotorized use 
north of the Boomsite. South of the 
Boomsite motorized watercraft would be 
permitted, but these boats could operate 
only at slow speeds except in two desig- 
nated waterskiing areas: Hudson’s north 
bay and north of the Kinnickinnic Nar- 
rows. Additional anchorage areas would be 
put in the lower part of the river. The task 
force dropped this alternative because it 
would be inconsistent with the principles 
underlying the alternatives. Specifically, 
the ban on motorized watercraft north of 
the Boomsite and restriction on motorboats 
south of the Boomsite would profoundly 
change the nature of water-based recreation 
on the Lower St. Croix. This management 
riverway’s purposes, which state that the 
riverway “accommodate a diverse range of 
recreational opportunities.” It is inconsis- 
tent with the riverway’s exceptional 
resources and values, which state: “The 
exceptional characteristics of the linear 
riverway provide for a wide range of high- 


living experiences, ranging from quiet 
solitude to highly social, motorized uses.” 
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INTRODUCTION 


The current management structure for the 
Lower St. Croix has been in place for over 
20 years. By law, the lower riverway must 
be jointly managed by the Minnesota and 
Wisconsin Departments of Natural 
Resources and the National Park Service. 
The vehicle for that joint management has 
been the Lower St. Croix Management 
Commission, established in 1973 by 
cooperative agreement. In addition to the 
three voting members, the Minnesota- 
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 
serves as a nonvoting member. 


One of the questions dealt with in the 
planning process was how the federal, 
state, and local agencies should work 
together to administer the lower riverway 
— who should be involved in manage- 
ment, what roles and responsibilities 
should each agency have, and what would 
be the best governmental organization for 
managing the lower riverway? Five distinct 
options were developed for the lower 
riverway management structure. Each 
option includes directions for which 
agency should participate in activities, who 
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should do policy development, how land 
and water surface use should be managed, 
and anticipated implementation costs. 


Although several of the options shift some 
authorities and responsibilities among the 
agencies, a “given” for all of the options 
would be as follows: by law primary 
management responsibility for the lowex 
riverway would rest with the two state 
departments of natural resources and the 
National Park Service; the Minnesota- 
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 
would continue to have public interest 
responsibilities as outlined in state laws; 
the states would review and comment on 
local zoning actions; all three agencies 
would participate in and provide staff for 
on-water law enforcement, rescue, and 
related activities; the National Park Service 
would provide staff for management of 
lands it owns north of Stillwater. 


A summary of the options and their 
impacts can be found in tables 20 and 22 
at the end of this chapter. 








PREFERRED OPTION 


The preferred management structure being 
proposed for administering the Lower St. 
Croix National Scenic Riverway would 
require more partnerships than now but 
would not require additional federal and 
state legislation, would not create new 
organizations, and would not require 
extensive new funding. 


POLICY DEVELOPMENT 


The Lower St. Croix Management Com- 
mission (hereafter referred to as the 
management commission) would continue 
to be the primary policy body for the 
riverway — it would be responsible for 
policy development, including preparation 
and adoption of policy documents as 
needed and management plan updates 
every 20 years. The management commis- 
sion also could review and comment on all 
actions by government and others that 
affect the lower riverway. 


The organization of the management 
commission would be similar to what it is 
today. The Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources, Wisconsin Department 
of Naturai Resources, and the National 
Park Service would continue to be the 
three voting members. Two nonvoting 
members also would serve on the manage- 
ment commission: one member of the 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission, appointed by that commis- 
sion, and one member of the Lower St. 
Croix Partnership Team (a new organiza- 
tion described below), appointed by that 
team. In addition, a technical committee, 
consisting of field-levei staff, would 
continue to address day-today issues. The 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
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Commission would continue to provide 
staff services to the management 
commission and its technical committee 
and would provide coordination for water 
surface law enforcement. 


A new organization, called the Lower St. 
Croix Partnership Team, would be 
established to serve as an advisor to the 
management commission. The team would 
have the following duties: serve as an 
advisor for development and revision of 
State water surface use regulations (see 
appendix B); serve as an advisor for 
development and revision of state land use 
regulations (see appendix A); conduct on a 
bimonthly basis post-decision review of 
local land use actions (variances, etc.) for 
nonvoting member to the Lower St. Croix 
Management Commission. The member- 
ship of the partnership team would be 
based on the Lower St. Croix Planning 
Task Force, but its membership would be 
more clearly defined: the team would 
consist of representatives of local 
governments and a balanced list of 
stakeholder groups. Staff services to the 
partnership team would be provided by the 
two state departments of natural resources. 


LAND USE MANAGEMENT 


Under the preferred option the two state 
departments of natural resources would 
adopt state rules that form the basis for 
local riverway ordinances. The Lower St. 
Croix Partnership Team would serve as a 
public forum for development of the state 











rules. Local governments would be re- 
quired to adopt and enforce ordinances 
based on the states’ rules (local ordinances 
could be more restrictive than state rules, 
but not less so); the departments of natural 
resources would have review or cerufica- 
tion authority over local ordinances and 
any amendments to those ordinances. The 
departments of natural resources also 
would provide regular training for local 
government officials on land use 


management questions. 
In implementing the ordinances, local 


committee would review all applications 
for variances and conditional use permits. 
Both the technical committee and the 
departments of natural resources could 
comment on applications either in writing 
or at the local government hearings. 


However, no riverway managing agency 
would have veto authority over a local 
government decision on a conditional use 
permit or subdivision. If disagreements 
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Preferred Option 


occurred, appeals could be made to the 
courts. 


The partnership team would meet at least 
bimonthly and review all local land use 
months. It would make periodic reports 
and/or recommendations to the manage- 
ment commission and state departments of 
natural resources to improve the consis- 
tency of local government implementation 
of their riverway ordinances. 


WATER SURFACE USE 
MANAGEMENT 


On-water law enforcement would continue 
to be provided by the five county sheriff's 
departments, the two departments of 
natural resources, and the National Park 
surface water law enforcement agencies 
would be led by staff to the management 
commission. 








OPTION 1: MINOR ADJUSTMENTS TO THE CURRENT MANAGEMENT 
STRUCTURE 


POLICY DEVELOPMENT 


Under option 1 there would be minor 
adjustments to management roles and 
responsibilities for the lower riverway, 
centering on the Lower St. Croix Manage- 
ment Commission and the Lower St. Croix 
Planning Task Force. The management 
commission would continue to set overall 
policies for the lower riverway. However, 
the management commission would be 
expanded to include one local government 
representative and a support staff and 
office in the valley. As a result, the man- 
agement commission would serve as a 
public information source about riverway 
management rather than the Minnesota- 
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission. 
However, the boundary commission would 
continue to have public interest review 
responsibilities as outlined in state laws. 


LAND USE MANAGEMENT 


Land use management roles and responsi- 
bilities would be similar to what they are 
today in this option. Local governments 
would continue to be responsible for 
adopting and enforcing land use regula- 
tions within their jurisdictions. They would 
continue to act on proposals to change the 
zoning of property, decide if uses should 
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be permitted in some areas only under 
certain conditions, and decide if variances 
should be issued from certain zoning pro- 
visions. The two state departments of 
natural resources would continue to ensure 
that local governments provide consistent, 
appropriate enforcement of land use 
regulations. The departments of natural 
resources also would continue to review 
and approve or disapprove local decisions. 
However, the Lower St. Croix Planning 
Task Force would be restructured and 
made permanent. The task force would 
interpret state land use rules and provide 
mediation services when there were 
disagreements among landowners, local 
governments, and the two departments of 
natural resources. 


WATER SURFACE USE 
MANAGEMENT 


On-water law enforcement would continue 
to be provided by the five counties, two 
departments of natural resources, and the 
National Park. The Lower St. Croix Plan- 
ning Task Force would be restructured and 
made permanent to improve coordination 
among the law enforcement agencies. 





OPTION 2: SHIFT AUTHORITY FOR LAND USE AND WATER USE 
REGULATION TO A JOINT POWERS BOARD 


POLICY DEVELOPMENT 


As in the previous options, the Lower St. 
Croix Management Commission would 
continue to set overall policies for the 
lower riverway. But under this option the 
management commission would be 
expanded from its current three members 
(i.e., the two departments of natural 
resources and National Park Service) to 
include one local government representa- 
tive, one landowner representative, one 
general public representative, and one 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission representative. The manage- 
ment commission also would have its own 
support staff and office in the valley and 
would serve as a public information source 
on riverway management. The boundary 
commission would not serve as a public 
information source, but it would continue 
to have public interest review 


LAND USE MANAGEMENT 


In option 2 the local governments would 
continue to be responsible for implement- 
ing land use regulations within the jurisdic- 
tions. However, a new entity, called a joint 
powers board, would be created to oversee 
land use management. The joint powers 
board would be created by all the valley’s 
local governments and would include one 
representative from each of the 15 munic- 
ipalities and five counties along the river- 
way. (Authorization of this board may 
require approval by both state legislatures 
and Congress.) The board would have the 
responsibility to ensure that local govern- 
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ments provide consistent, appropriate 
enforcement of land us regulations. It 
would review and approve or deny local 
government decisions in the same way the 
two departments of natural resources now 
oversee local decisions — the departments 
of natural resources would no longer be 
involved in reviewing local decisions. The 
board would meet regularly to review local 
actions, elect officers, have an office and 
staff, and administer its budget. 


In addition to the joint powers board, a 
citizens review board would be created to 
serve as an advisor to landowners, local 
governments, and the joint powers board 
on the consistency, accuracy, and 
appropriateness of local land use decisions. 
The citizens review board would have 
individuals with technical expertise to 
review land use decisions. 


WATER SURFACE USE 
MANAGEMENT 


A new entity, called the St. Croix water 
patrol, would perform all water law en- 
forcement on the lower riverway. This 
water patrol would be created by a joint 
powers board for water, consisting of the 
five counties, two departments of natural 
resources, and the National Park Service. 
(Authorization of the joint powers board 
would require the approval of both state 
legislatures and Congress.) With a single 
law enforcement agency, there would be no 
need for coordination noted in the above 
options. 











OPTION 3: SHIFT AUTHORITY FOR LAND USE AND WATER USE 
REGULATION TO A RIVERWAY BOARD AND JOINT POWERS BOARD 


POLICY DEVELOPMENT 


This option is identical to option 2 
concerning policy development. The 
Lower St. Croix Management Commission 
would continue to set overall policies for 
the lower riverway, but its membership 
would be expanded to include one local 
government representative, one landowner 
representative, one general public repre- 
sentative, and one Minnesota- Wisconsin 
Boundary Area Commission representa- 
tive. The management commission also 
would have its own support staff and its 
own office in the valley, and would serve 
as a public information source on riverway 
management. The boundary commission 
would continue to exercise its public 


LAND USE MANAGEMENT 


The only difference between options 2 and 
3 would be the method of regulating land 
use in the lower riverway. In this option a 
single land-use authority would be created 
for the valley. Local governments would 
not handle riverway zoning matters within 
their borders. Instead, a riverway board, 
modeled on the Lower Wisconsin State 
Riverway Board, would be created to 
directly manage land use within the lower 
riverway. The board would work directly 
with landowners in reviewing de’: "nt 
proposals. It would have the author; w 
approve, modify, or reject individual land 
development proposals in place of local 
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governments. Landowners would need 
approvals from both local governments and 
the riverway board to build new develop- 
ments within the lower riverway. There 
would be no oversight agency reviewing 
the board’s decisions. The interpretation of 
land use rules and mediation of disputes 
would be the board’s responsibility. 


Since the riverway board would have 
cross-river authority, it would need to be 
authorized by both legislatures and Con- 
gress. The board would consist of 20 
members, with each of the elected govern- 
ing bodies of the 15 municipalities and five 
board would meet monthly to act on con- 
struction applications. It would have an 
Office, elect officers, administer a budget, 
and employ a staff. 


WATER SURFACE USE 
MANAGEMENT 


Like option 2, a new entity, called the St. 
Croix Water Patrol, would perform all 
water law enforcement on the lower 
riverway. This water patrol would be 
created by a joint powers board for water, 
consisting of the five counties, two depart- 
ments of natural resources, and the Na- 
tional Park Service. (Authorization of the 
approval of both state legislatures and 
Congress.) 














OPTION 4: CONTINUE CURRENT 
MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE (NO ACTION) 


POLICY DEVELOPMENT 


Under this option the lower riverway 
would continue to be managed as it is now. 
There would be no changes in agency 
authorities or responsibilities. Overall 
management policies would continue to be 
set by the three-member Lower St. Croix 
Management Commission, consisting of 
the Minnesota and Wisconsin Departments 
of Natural Resources and the National Park 
Service. The Minnesota-Wisconsin Bound- 
ary Area Commission would continue to be 
a nonvoting member of the management 
commission and would serve as a public 
information source about riverway 
management. 


LAND USE MANAGEMENT 


Option 4 would be similar to option 2 
concerning roles and responsibilities for 
land use management: local governments 
would be responsible for implementing 


land use regulations within their jurisdic- 
tions, while the two departments of natural 
resources would continue to provide over- 
sight on local decisions and enforcement of 
land use regulations. 


WATER SURFACE USE 
MANAGEMENT 


Roles and responsibilities for water surface 
use management would largely remain as 
they are today. Surface water law enforce- 
ment would continue to be provided by the 
five-county sheriff departments, two 
departments of natural resources, and the 
National Park Service. One change would 
be that the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary 
Area Commission would assume leader- 
ship in facilitating coordination among the 
law enforcement agencies. 





IMPLEMENTATION COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES AND OPTIONS 


Table 16 provides a summary of the imple- 
mentation costs under each alternative that 
would be incurred by the two states, local 
governments, and the National Park Ser- 
vice. Table 17 provides a summary of costs 
for implementing the management struc- 
ture options. 


Implementation of any alternative or option 
would depend on the availability of ade- 
quate funding for additional staff or other 
costs. Approval of the cooperative manage- 
ment plan would not provide any funding, 
nor would it guarantee that money for 
implementation of all elements of the plan 
would be provided. Each major action 
would compete for funding with other 

The costs primarily represent long-range 
staffing needs that are expected to take 
years to implement. 
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It should also be acknowledged that both 
States and the National Park Service are 
currently operating with an annual budget 
shortfall. That is, the managing agencies 
are underfunded to meet the continuing 
demands of increased use, internal program 








Implementation Costs of Alterantives and Options 





TABLE 16: IMPLEMENTATION COsTs OF ALTERNATIVES 
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LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
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National Park 

Service 

_ Management 
Administration 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 
Resource 

| management 172,000 177,000 177,000 177,000 202,000 
Resource 

164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 189,000 

Interpretation/ 
visitor services 199,000 150,000 125,000 199,000 150,000 
Maintenance 117,000 157,000 142,000 157,000 122,000 
Research 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

_ Total NPS _$908,000 $904,000 $864,000 | __ $953,000 $919,000 | 
Grand Total $1,893,250 $1,529,000 $1,840,250 $2,230,500 $28,489,500 
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Implementation Costs of Alternatives and Options 


TABLE 17: IMPLEMENTATION COSTS OF OPTIONS 



































Preferred Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Option 

Riverway $75,000° $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 
coordinator 

Organizational $25,000" $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 
| support 

Clerical $60,000 $90,000 $90,000 
Office $50,000 $75,000 $75,000 
_ Operations 

Law 0 0 $400,000 $400,000 
enforcement 

Boats, vehicies, 0 0 $45,000 $45,000 
_ equipment 

Ansual total 0 $210,000° $710,000° $710,000° 
One-time start- 
ap costs 0 $50,000° $75,000° $75,000" 
Total $100,000 $260,900 $7ese00 | _ $785,000 























a. The coordination costs are already shown for the preferred alternative in table 16. 

b. The coordination costs are already shown for the preferred alternative in table 16. 

c. The Lower St. Croix Management Commission's costs would be split equally by the National Park 
d. The Joint Powers Board would receive half its funds from the Minnesota Legislature and half from the 
Wisconsin Legislature, as would the St. Croix Water Patrol. 

e. The Riverway Board would receive half its funds from the Minnesota Legislature and half from the 
Wisconsin Legislature, as would the St. Croix Water Patrol. 

f. The Lower St. Croix Management Commission's costs would be split equally by the National Park 
Service, Minnesota DNR, and Wisconsin DNR. 

g. The Joint Powers Board would receive half its funds from the Minnesota Legislature and half from the 
Wisconsin Legislature, as would the St. Croix Water Patrol. 

h. The Riverway Board would receive half its funds from the Minnesota Legislature and half from the 
Wisconsin Legislature, as would the St. Croix Water Patrol 
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES AND OPTIONS 


The following Land and Water segment 
map for the Lower St. Croix is keyed to 
table 18. The keys on the map (i.e., M-1, 
W-1) correspond to the reaches of the river 
shown on the table, which provides a 
summary comparison of land and water 
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use management alternatives for Minnesota 
and Wisconsin. A summary of the four 
management structure options are shown in 
table 19. Impacts of the alternatives are 
presented in table 20 and impacts of the 
four options are shown in table 21. 














LAND AND WATER SEGMENT KEY 
Lower St. Croix NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY 
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TABLE 18: COMPARISON OF LOWER ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY ALTERNATIVES (I \ND USE MANAGEMENT ) 























Development in commmenities (including Mauntain bong stretches of the lower Masatan long stretches of the lower Maintain bong stretches of the lower Maintain long sireiches of the lower Manian long stretches of the lower 
river town, small town historic, and small | riverway's natural and rural landscape while | riverway’s natural and rurai landscape: allow | nverway's aatural and rural landscape. new =| mverway’s natural and rural landscape. Nverway s natural and rural landscape. new 
town) still allowing new development in existing lumsted new residential and commercial residential and commercial development remove existing development thai 1s visible =| residential and commercial development could 
communities; overall character of development thai was consistent with the could be built as long as it was not visible from the nver if or when opportunities arose | be buili as long as i met development 
communities would not significantly change, | histonc character of the nver’s communities | from the nver standards designed to limut visual impact 
new residential and commercial development 
could be built as long as it met development 
standards designed to timu' visual impact and 
was consistent with the historic character of 
the niver communities 
Some state land use regulations would be Some state land use regulations would be More resinctuons would be placed on new Same as alternative B/C Regulations in incorporated areas would not 
relaxed in river town, small town historic, relaxed im nver town. small town histonc development to minimize visibility from the be as resinctive as in rural areas. but tight 
and small town management areas to give and small town management areas to give niver controls on land use (including zoning 
local governments greater flexibility in local governments greater flexibility in disincts). development density. structure 
regulating land use, development density, regulating land use, development density, height, etc.. would be established 
structure height. etc. structure height, eic.; encourage clustering of 
new development 
In the small town management areas, the In the small town management area. the In the small town management area. the Same as alternative B/C In incorporated areas, lot size would not be as 
emphasis would be on retaining the large-lot_ | emphasis would be on retaining the large-lot_ | ¢mphasis would be on retaining the large-lot restncted as in rural areas. but there would be 
single-family character of the area, while single-family character of the area. while single-family character of the area: new limits on decks and residential additions 
relaxing standards for features such as decks | relaxing standards for features such as decks | development would not be visible from the 
In river town and small town histonc In nver town and small town histonc In nver town and small town histonc Same as alternative B/C No special action would be taken to address 
management areas. new development would | management areas. new development would | Management areas. new development would the histonc character of communities 
be allowed if 1t was consistent with the be allowed if it was consistent with the be allowed if & was consistent with the 
historic character of the communitics historic character of the communities histonc character of the communities and not 
visible from the nver 
If an industnal use was disconunued. the If an industrial use was discontinued. Same as altermative A If aa industnal use was discontinued. Uses would be determined by the 
most desirable future use of the nverfront commercial, residential or recreational use of redevelopment of the area as urban parkland | municipality's underlying zoning standards 
portions of these properties would be public | the site would be considered would be considered 
park. 
Development outside of communities Lirmuted new developmenis would be Limited new development would be allowed. | Land uses would be managed to maintain There would be a strong emphasis on Limited new development would continue to 
(including rural residential, park, natural, | permuted, so long as they were visually some of which might be visible from the visual Characteristics as seen from the water. 














resource protection, increasing the 





be allowed, some of which might be visible 












mimmally disturbed) inconspicuous as seen from the river, more | river, so long as the nverway’s rural and more resinctsons would be placed on new predominance of natural features over from the nver 
resinctions would be placed on new natural character was maintained developments to reduce their visibility modern development: more restnctions 

Note: park, natural, minimally disturbed developments to reduce their visibility, would be placed on new developments to 

combined as “Conservation” in Preferred | natural landscapes would be restored where reduce their visibility; natural landscapes 

Alternative. feasible would be restored where feasible 
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the Mississipp River 














M-1 Taytors Falls Small town heston Samal town bestonc Senali town hestonc Samali wwe bemoan lacorporated 
M-2 inserstate Park Coaservanoa Park Park Park Ussacorporated 
M-3 South ead of imersime Park to south end of | Conservanon Natural Natural Memumally casnarbed Ueamcorporated 
McLeod Slough 

M-4 South end of McLeod Slough to north Rural resdennal Rural ressdennal Rural ressdennal Rural ressdeatal Ummcorporated 
boundary of Williaa O' Bren State Park 

| M-S William O' Brice State Park Conservation Park Natural Panera Unencorporaned 
to southern up of Greenburg Island in Manne- 

oa-St. Croix 

M-7 Southern up of Greenburg Island in Small town histonc Small town iestonc Smail town histonc Samal torwe stork tacorporsied 
Mamnne-on-Si. Croix to southern boundary of 

Manne-oa-Si. Croux's Butters at Falls Addition 

Croux's Bumernut Falls Addsuon in High Brdge 

M-9 High Bridge to north limuts of Stillwater | Rural residential Rural ressdenual Rural ressdenual Petural! Umecorporascd 
M-10 North leeuts of Stillwater to the south end | Small town Smail town Small town Sail town Incorporated 
of Dutch Town 

M-i1 South end of Dutch Town to train station | Small town River town Small iowa Napural Imcorporased 
| M-12 Traan station to north limuts of Bayport River town River town River town River wwn incorporated 
M-13 Baypon Small town Small town Small town Small town incorporated 
M-14 South liauts of Baypor to Hudson Rurai ressdennial Small town Rural ressdenual Netural Unsacorporaied 
railroad bndge 

M-1S Hudson railroad bridge to norh limsts of | Small town Small town Small town Small town incorporated 
old Afton Village 

M-16 Old Afton Village Smail town histonc Small town histonc Small town histone Sanall town histone Incorporated 
M-17A South limits of old Afton Village to Smail town Rural ressdeanal Rural residential Rural ressdeniial Incorporated 
south end of River Road 

M-17B South end of River Road to Afton State | Rural residential Rural residentsal Rural ressdential Raval residential Incorporated 
Past. 

M-18 Afton Stase Park Conservation Park Natural Neturai Unincorporated 
M-19 South end of Afton State Park to aorth Rural residential Rural residential Rural residential Natural Unincorporated 
end of St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park 

M-20 St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park Park Park Park Natural Unincorporated 
M-21 South end of Si. Croix Bluffs Regional Rural residential Rural residential Rural residential Rural residential Unincorporated 
Park to Carpenter Nature Center 

M-22 Carpenter Natural Cemer Natural Natural Natural Natural Unincorporated 
M-23 South end of Carpenter Natural Cenier to | Rural residential Rural residential Rural ressdential Rural residential Unincorporated 
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W-22 Prescott to Mississippi River 

















Samal ren bemoan incorporated 
Pack Umencorporased 
Minimally disturbed Ununcorporased 
Nanara! Incorporated 
Smmaii town histonc Snail town Incorporated 
W-6A South of Oxcecia to High Bridge Coaservanon Natural Minumally dhsterbed Ununcorporated 
W-6B High Bridge to Twin Springs Rural residential 
W3 Houhon Rural ressdennal Small town Rural eemdenual Natural Umacorporated 
" W South of Houlton to south cdg of Sr Rural residential Rural residential Rural resadeanal Natural Ummcorporased 
Croix Station subdivision in Noth Hudeoe 
she eNotes ae — — — — 
Wil Willow River to Orange Suc River town Small town Smail tows Smalltiown SS Incorporated 
'W-12 Orange Street to Inraime 94 badge River town River town River tows River town Incorporated 
"W-I3 lnsersiane 94 bridge to Mapes Road River town Small town Small town Small town Incorporased 
W-14 Mayer Road to Riverview Drive Smail town Smail town Rural resudenual Rural residential Umncorporased 
"W-IS Riverview Drive to Si Grou Gow Rural residennal Rural residential Rural residential Rural ressdennal Unancorporaied 
"W-16 St. Croix Gove Rural ressdeanal Small town Rural remdemual Rural ressdenual Ununcorporased 
W-17 St. Croix Cove to Biack Bass Bar Rural residential Rural ressdential Rural rendeanal Rural ressdenual Unincorporated 
wis Black Bass Bar to Kinnickinnic Suc Rural residential Rural ressdennal Rural resmdeatal Natural Unincorporated 
Code Ss a limits of Kinnickionic Sine Park wo Rural ressdentiai Rural ressdenual Rural resadeanal Rural ressdential Unincorporssed 
Scat St Croix subdivision wo north end Rural residential Smail town Rural resadential Rural ressdentai Unincorporated 
Incorporated 

















COMPARISON OF LOWER ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY ALTERNATIVES (WATER USE MANAGEMENT ) 





Riverwide Concept 


River users would continue to find 
opportunities for a vanety of 
recrealonal expenences. existing access 
points would be maintained. if 
watercraft density increased. more 
resincuions would be imposed to ensure 
safe conditions and to avoid conflicts 


Use could continue to increase as long as 

users were not causing significant damage 
to the nverway s exceptional resources or 
posing safety hazards to others 


River users would continue to tind 
opportumses for a vanety of recreational 
expenences. no new access would be 
provided or permitted. as watercraft 
numbers continued to increase. more 
activity restnctions would be imposed to 
segregate uses and ensure safe conditions 


River users would continue to find 
opportunities for a vanety of recreational 
expenences. no new access would be 


provided or permutied. and existing access 


would be stnctly controlied to prevent 
boal use from increasing. use would be 
trozen at current levels 


River users would find opportunities 
for a reduced vanety of recreational 
expenences. including social expen- 
ences. plus more opportunities would 
he available tor quicter. slower. peace 
ful recreational expenences in desig- 
nated areas than currently cust 
reduce use levels and density of 
recrealional use of the nver 


River users would continue to find 
opportunities for a vanety of recreational 
expenences. no new access would be 
provided or permitted. more activity 
restinctions might be imposed to ensure 
safe conditions if watercraft numbers 
increased 





Taylors Fails io Arcola Sandbar: 


Maintain opportunities tor quiet and 
solitude. maintain current slow speed 
levels. maintain access points 


Taylors Falls to Arcola Sandbar: 


Maintain existing opportunities for quiet 
and soluude. allow limited growth in use. 
mainiain existing speed levels. maintain 
current access 


Taylors Falls to Arcola Sandbar: 


Marntain existing opportunmues tor quict 
and solitude. allow limited growth in use 
maintann existing speed levels. maintain 

current access 


Taviors Falls to Arcola Sandbar: 


Maintain opportunities for quict and 
solitude, maintain existing usc. speed 
levels. maintain current access 


Taviors Falls to Arcola Sandbar 


Increase Opportunities for quiet 
soluude. decrease use levels. decrease 
access 


Taylors Falls to Arcola Sandbar: 


Maintain cusuing opporunities for quiet 
and soluude. allow limuted growth in use 
maintain existing speed levels. mamntain 

Current access 





Arcola to north limits of Stillwater: 


Maintain existing opportunities for a 
mix of powerboat and nonmotonzed 
recreation 


Arcola to north limits of Sallwater: 


Allow for increased numbers of people to 
engage in a vanety of uses. allow an 
increase in use levels. allow boat speeds 
to increase if safety was Not a concem 


Arcola te north limits of Stillwater: 


Mamntain existing opportunities tor 
recreatian. pnmanly powerhoai 
recreation. as boating levels mcrease 
additional speed regulations might be 
imposed to ensure user safety and 
munimuze conflicts 


Arcola to north hmuts of Stillwater: 


Maintain opponunities for recreauion. 
pnmaniy powerboat recreation. prevent 
increased use 


Arcole to north limus of Sallwater 


Increase Opportunities tor quieter 
Mower activities. decrease use levels 
decrease boul speed 


Arcola to north hmus of Sallwater. 


Maintain custing opportunities for 
recreation. pnmaniy powcrboal 
recreation. as boating levels mncreased. 
additional speed regulations might be 
imposed to ensure user safety 








North limits of Stillwater to Prescott: 


Maintain custing opportunities for large 
numbers of peopic to engarc 1 a vanety 
of uses. one access point would be 
added near the Allan S. King power 
plant. overall boat speed limit would be 
imposed to ensure safe conditions and 
avond conflicts 





North limus of Sallwater to Prescoa: 


Allow for large numbers of people to 
engage in a vanety of uses. allow use and 
speed levels to increase. allow an increase 
mm access 





North lumas of Sullwater to Ajion: 


Increase opportunities tor large numbers 
of people to engage 1n a vanets of uses 
allow use and speed levels to increase 
MAINLAIN CAISUINE access. More alivity 
restnctions would be imposed to 
segregate uses and ensure safe conditions 


Afton to Prescott: 


Impose additional speed regulations to 
accommodate increasing use while 
reducing conflicts. maintain existing 
access, More activity resinctions would 
be imposed to segregate uses and ensure 
sate condstions 





North imus of Sallwater to Prescott: 


Maintain opportunities tor large numbers 
of people to recreate on this stretch. 
pnmanly power-boat users. maintain 
existing use levels. maintain existing 
speed levels. prevent any increase in 
access 





North mus of Sullwater to Prescott 


Provide opportunities tor moderate 
number of users to engage i a vancty 
of uses. decrease use levels. decrease 
speed levels. decrease access 





North lumus of Sailwater to Prescon 


Maintain opportunities for large numbers 
ot people to recreate on this stretch. 
pnmaniy power-boal uscrs. as boating 
levels merease. additonal regulations on 
boat speeds would be imposed to ensure 
user safety. maintain Current access 
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COMPARISON OF LOWER ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCEMC RIVERWAY ALTERNATIVES (OTHER TOPICS) 


























| River ( rassungs Road and railroad bndges could be No increase in the number of road or | Road and rasiroad bndges ould be Same as alternative B Same as alternative B Koad and rairoad Nndges could he 
replaced with bndges of wmular scale im railroad bndges. bul the scale and replaced watin cxsting COMmMurs Ro replaced within existing cormdors and 
e1rsting comdors. the total number of character of bndges could be altered =| change mm the number. scaic oF thew sabe and Charaier altered (he total 
bridge crossings would not increase (wider. for example). bndges could be | character of the structures sould he number of Dodge crossings would now 
relocated to new sites as long as permutied wmceeane 
cxisting sructures are removed 
No new utility Commudor Crossangs oF Utility bines could he replaced Unlety tenes could be replaccd watten =| Same as alternate B The sumiter ot utrlets tines Could ne Utabty lines could he replaced or 
metease in size of transmssion line mereased un scale of relocated to new =| casting camdors. no chanec om the reduced hy Comsehdaton of lines or reke ated (as bong as cursting Crossings 
towers. new lines Could he added to sites number. scale of characte’ ot the converuen trom overhead to are removed) no change mm the number 
Cursting Crossings. consoldation of utristy structures would be permiticd submanne crossings «ale or character of mver crowungs 
lune crossings would he encouraged woulg he permuted 
Submanne crossings Could be expanded or | Submanne crossings Could be The number of sufmanime ros sings Same as alternative B The sumer of submarine crossings “eo new submanne crovings would he 
relocated to an existing Corndor and new expanded of relocated. new submanne | would reman ihe same ex. cp that would remain the same cunsuing permetied hut the uize and numiner of 
submanne crossings could be permutied if crossings Could be permuted crusting utslty lines Could he utelsty tenes Could fe rckx ated to bones wathen casting Cormders mgt be 
thy re were no vrsual empacts However. the che ated to suPmannc crossings custing submarine Crossing Cormders mm teased 
crosseng techmgue having the beast umpact 
on the nverway s outstandingly remarkable 
values and impact on the resource would 
he required 
Vegetation Management Screen structures trom view as seen from Maintain the canting significant Marta: the cursting wgmtncant plant | Same a alternative B Marntain and restore sgmityamt plam | 4 Sepetaen control zone ‘larger om 
the nver. prevent disviurhance of plant communities communis Communities urn orpeerated arcay than in 
environmentally sensitiv areas moorporated areas) would Continue to 
cut. om whech large trees could not be 
| owt. but shirts and small trees could he 
i remned 
Maintain and resiorc histiorncally and Same as the preterred alicrnative Same as the preterred alternative Same as the preterted alicrnative Same as the preterred aticrnative Neo special protection would fe provided 


| 
ecologically signifi ant plant communities feet wegeetos ane GER comme. 
on state and federal lands encourage 
voluntary cfiors to maintain and restore | 
wignifk ant plant communities on pnvate | 


lands and local government lands 


























| sveterm assed 


Island and Publa Shorehine Dav usc largely unreyul ated Same as the preterred alternative Same as the preterred alicrnatys« Same as the preterred alvernative Same as the preterred altcrnatis¢ Same as the preterred abternatisc 
—_ | 
Camping would be prohitited m two areas | Camping prohitited in two areas north | Camping profitwicd in three areas | Same as alternative B | Same a alternatewe B Same as alternative B 
north of Suliwater near Manne-on- St of Sullw ater north of Salve ater 
Crom Camping would he prohibited until a 
comprehensive nver use / Camping plan | 
was Completed and then would he at | | 
designated sites only . | | i 
In other areas north of Suilwater zones Minor camping resinctions in other Camping aanh of Sullwater resircted | Camping north of Sullwater reuncted | ¢ ampng north of Strilwatcr bemtcd t)) | Same as alternative A 
would be established that identify where atcas to designated sites | to designated sites | atew designated sites 
Camping would he permitted designated 
Camping sites would he estabirshed 1f ; 
necded = i + ‘ 
Camping might be resincted to dewgnated $= | No camping permit of reservation Same as awemative A | Campeng permit and resery ation | Same as alternateve € | Same as alternatewe A 
sites if needed and a reservation system svsiem 


| might he instituted if needed 




















= , + $$$ —$_—_____ 
( sers required to have ponable toviets to No limes on Camping on the Hudson L sers reguered te have perabic toriets | Same as alternative B } C amming on the Hudson Ist and: | Same as alternative A ‘ 
camp on the Hudson Islands uniess the Islands (casting conditions) to campen the Hudson Ist ands hmted to afew watercraft users 
| managing agenoes or others supply publi | required to have pertabic tovicts ' 
q { tacrhetees a a + 
] 
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TABLE 19: SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE OPTIONS 


—— The states of Minnesota and Wisconsin Same as preferred opuca Same as preferred opuoca Same as preferred opuoca Same as preferred optica 




















Croix Partnership Team would serve as 
an advisor to the development, 
amendment and implementation of state 
tules. 











and the National Park Service would 
continue to provide staff wo the Lower Si. 
Croux Management Comgnssion. 

The Park Service would continue to 
provide staff on NPS lands north of 
Sullwater 

Policy Developaseet Lower St. Croix Management commussion | Ther uk oe minor adjustments to Same as preferred, except that the Same as Opuona 2 The lower riverway would continue to be 
would be responsible for policy develop- | management roles and responsibiliues. Managemea commmession would be managed as it is now. 
meat and review all actions that affect the | The Lowey Si. Croix Management expanded from three members to seven. 

Lower St. Croix. Organizauion of the Conner .toum would conunue to set overall 
commission would be similar to what it is | poli. \¢ 
today, but with the addition of one 
member from a new organization, the The management commussion would have | Same as optica |. 
Lower St. Croix Partnership Team. wiuch | a support staff and serve as public 
would be established to advise the information source rather than the 
~ Mi Wi ie 
Saas. Comenissi lecensin Boundary 

Land Use Management State rules would be adopted ai 1 nis Roles and responsibilities would be Local governments would continue tc be =| Same as option 2, except the method of Roles and responsibilities for land use 
for local riverway ordinances. 1): . ower | similar to what they are now; however the | responsible for implementing land use regulating land use would be that a single | management would remain as they are 
St. Croix Partnership Team would serve Lower St. Croix Planning Task Force regulations, however a acw eatity, called | riverway board. modeled on the Lower today. 
as an advisor for the would be restructured and made a Joim Power Boasd, would oversee land | Wisconsin State Riverway Board, would 
amendment and implementation of state permanent. The task force would interpret | use management. ie addition, a citizens be created. 
tules. state land use rules and provide mediation | review board would be created to serve as 

services. an advisor to several land use groups. 

Water Surface Use Management On-wiate. iow enforcement would Same as the preferred option. In addition | A new entity, called the St. Croix Water | Same as option 2 Roles ard responsibilities for water 
continue to be provided by the five- the Lower St. Croix Planning Task Force | Patrol, would perform all oa-water law surface use management would remain as 
county sheriffs departments, the two state | would be restructured and made enforcement. they are today. 
departments of natural resources, and the | permanent to improve coordination 
National Park Service. The Lower Si. among law enforcement agencies. 
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TABLE 20: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 


Oven. i. ahernatve D would have a 
moderate posmve wmpaci on scema 
resqsces There would be sumewhat 
greaam beacficial empects than ihe 
other gernatives because | would pu 
Manageence aces thet would be more 
wo 

Overall boating use would be shgitly 
reduced. Overall. akernauve D would 
provede manor. posstive umpacts on 
recreamonai use. However. those 
sockung to wave! at high speeds and 
some uland campers would uc 






















































































Note: This cost is already included in the Annual N 
preferred akernative under the costs for the Ouc-time $75,000 
Minnesota DNR and Wiscoasin DNR anucipated. 
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| nvironment 
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INTRODUCTION 


This chapter describes the environment of 
the Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway. This is the baseline environment 
that the management alternatives would 
affect if they were implemented. The focus 
of this chapter is on scenic resources, 
recreational use, natural resources, cultural 
resources, socioeconomic resources, and 
land use and management that have the 
potential to be affected by the alternatives. 
Some features are also discussed because 
they provide context, must be considered 
in environmental impact statements based 
on federal iaws, regulations, and orders, 
and NPS management policies (e.g., 
lands, threatened and endangered species), 
or reflect issues and concerns expressed by 
scoping process (see the issues section in 
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the “Introduction” and the “Consultation 
and Coordination” chapters). The effects of 
the alternatives on these impact topics are 
also assessed in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter. 

In describing the riverway’s environment 
and particularly in evaluating the impacts 
of the alternatives, special attention needs 
to be paid to the riverway’s outstandingly 
remarkable values. The National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act places special impor- 
tance on the values for which a particular 
river has been set aside. In the case of the 
Lower St. Croix, the identified outstand- 
ingly remarkable values are its scenic, 
aesthetic, recreational and geologic values. 
While both the words scenic and aesthetic 
are used in the identification of outstand- 
ingly remarkable values, they are used 
interchangeably. 














SCENIC RESOURCES 


Scenic resources are those landscape fea- 
tures (including the river) that are visible to 
riverway users. However, not all that is 
visible from the river is included within the 
boundaries of the riverway. The following 
text defines the landscape features of the 
riverway, starting at the NSP dam going 
downriver to the confluence with the 
Mississippi River at Prescott. The river 
experience changes based on physiog- 
characteristics, and the amount and type of 
development. Distinct sections of the river 
are described below. 


The Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock 
Island; 3.5 miles 


The communities of Taylors Falls and St. 
Croix Falls lie at the uppermost edge of 
this river section. These communities are 
historic in character and have a combina- 
tion of natural and man-made elements in 
the landscape. From the dam at Taylors 
Falls to beneath the Highway 8 bridge the 
river is a series of rapids. Below the bridge 
the river proceeds through a deep and 
narrow gorge with basalt cliffs known as 
“The Dalles of the St. Croix.” Each side of 
the river along the highly scenic Dalles is 
protected in state parks. Minnesota and 
Wisconsin Interstate State Parks both have 
developed areas surrounded by less devel- 
oped lands. The developed areas include 
grounds, a canoe rental operation, and a 
Downstream of the Dalles the river valley 
widens and the St. Croix changes to a 
shallow, slow-moving river. Tail, forested 
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there are fewer signs of people with only a 
small amount of residential development 
visible on the blufftops. The river narrows 
again at Rock Island and passes through 
another basalt rock gorge. Just above Rock 
Island there is a clear-cut swath up the 


bluffs from an underground pipeline. 


Osceola Area (Rock Island to McLeod’s 
Slough; 10.0 miles) 


On this relatively undisturbed stretch of 
river the natural features are predominant, 
with few signs of development or recrea- 
small blufftop community of Osceola, only 
a small amount of development is visible 
on the wooded blufftops. Most of the lands 
within the riverway are either NPS fee 
property or scenic easements. Near the 
towering cliffs at Cedar Bend much of this 
forested and agricultural area is protected 
by land trusts. Throughout this stretch the 
river winds back and forth across the 
channels beneath steep, heavily wooded 
bluffs. Just below the Swing Bridge — a 
historic railroad crossing — the river splits 
into two distinct channels that come 
together again at the south end of 
McLeod’s Slough. This slough is marked 
by floodplain forests and extensive 
backwater marshes. Altogether this stretch 
of river has a tranquil and natural feel. 

















This stretch of river is similar to the Osce- 
ola area but is marked by more residential 
development, especially on terraces along 
the Minnesota shore. Moderate develop- 
ment is along the Minnesota shore north of 
William O’Brien State Park. The National 
Park Service has a narrow strip of scenic 
easements along this stretch. In the state 
Downstream of the park lies the developed 
residential shoreline of Marine, which is 
predominantly historic in character. Page’s 
Slough is another area with residential 
development on the Minnesota terrace. The 
shoreline here is also managed by NPS 
scenic easements. The Wisconsin side of 
the river is natural in character with few 


the main channel is flanked by wooded 
islands. The river has a relatively slow 


Rice Lake Flats (Dead Man’s Slough to 
Arcola Sandbar via St. Croix Islands 
Wildlife Management Area; 2.5 miles) 


This area lies east of Page’s Slough and is 
characterized by a large backwater com- 
plex that is unique on the St. Croix. Most 
of the area is part of Wisconsin's St. Croix 
Islands Wildlife Management Area, which 
means that little development is visible. 
The unit begins with the Dead Man’s 
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Slough, which is a braided, island-rich, 
backwater complex on the Wisconsin side 
of the river’s main channel. From there this 
portion of the river flows slowly through 
Rice Lake, a large backwater lake impor- 
tant for migrating waterfowl. The Apple 
River then enters the St. Croix and forms 
the Arcola sandbar — an 

Shallow section of the main river channel 
that serves as a barrier to motorboat traffic 
from the south. Little development is visi- 
ble in this reach of the river. 


Arcola Gorge (Arcola Sandbar to Head 
of Lake St. Croix; 5 miles) 


The river valley in this area is narrower 
than in areas to the north or south, and the 
valley walls are steeper, frequently marked 
by limestone and sandstone cliffs. Almost 
the entire valley lies in the floodplain. Lim- 
ited development is on this stretch with a 
few homes visible atop the bluffs and more 
that are noticeable along the Minnesota 
side than on the Wisconsin side until the 
southern part of this river section. The 
historic Arcola High Bridge, | mile south 
of the Arcola sandbar, spans the blufftops 
and dominates views along the river for 
several miles. The river flows through a 
braided channel where there are numerous 
forested islands. Near the head of Lake St. 
Croix lies the Boomsite Highway Wayside, 
a popular roadside picnic area and national 
historic landmark. The river, natural fea- 
tures, and man-made features shape the 
landscape of this section of river. 





Urban Stillwater (Head of Lake St. 
Croix to Stillwater Downtown Courtesy 


Docks; 2 miles) 


The river valley here broadens consid- 
erably and the river itself becomes lake- 
like with some islands at the head of the 
lake. The Wisconsin bluffs descend almost 
to the water’s edge and are largely forested, 
with some large lot residential properties 
dotting the blufftops. The Minnesota bluffs 
are largely set back from the river with a 
large terrace in-between. On this terrace 
lies the historic lumbering community of 
Stillwater — the St. Croix watershed’s 
largest city. Along the Minnesota shore are 
Stillwater’s downtown district, some 
homes, marinas, and docks, while Lowell 
Park’s seawall abuts the river. The historic 
highway lift bridge across the river is a 
dominant visual feature. This section has a 
more developed feel than the upper sec- 
tions of the riverway. 


South Stillwater-Bayport Area 
‘Stillwater Downtown Courtesy Docks 
to Andersen Point; 3 miles) 


The river here remains broad and lake-like. 
High bluffs are on either side of the river, 
although the Minnesota bluffs recede far 
back from the river’s edge. The forested 
Wisconsin bluffs are similar to the area 
across from Stillwater: the bluffs descend 
almost to the water’s edge, and the bluff 
tops are dotted with homes. In contrast to 
the Wisconsin shoreline, the Minnesota 
shoreline is the most developed reach of 
the St. Croix: a commercial drydock, ma- 
rina, large coal-fired electric generating 
plant, and large window factory are on the 
terrace along the shore. Views are strongly 
impacted by the large power plant and its 


152 





tali smokestack and by transmission lines 
that cross the river. 


Bayport-North Hudson Area (Andersen 
Point to Willow River Dam; 2 miles) 


This reach of river is again broad and lake- 
like. Tall bluffs rise from near the water on 
the Wisconsin side but recede at North 
Hudson. On the Minnesota shore the 
wooded bluffs are set back from the river 
at Bayport and then come back close to the 
river at the south end of town. Fairly dense 
residential developments are at North Hud- 
son and Bayport, while homes dot the 
wooded blufftops on the Wisconsin shore 
north of North Hudson. A park and a ma- 
rina line the shore in Bayport, and railroad 
tracks run along the shore south of town. 


Urban Hudson (Willow River Dam to 
Interstate 94; 2 miles) 


Although this stretch of the St. Croix 
valley is broad, the main river channel is 
narrow and fairly fast-moving, confined to 
near the Minnesota shore by dikes built 
from the Wisconsin shore to accommodate 
a railroad and two highway crossings. A 
chain of sandy, sparsely vegetated islands 
runs along the Wisconsin side of the main 
channel. On the Minnesota shore the valley 
bluffs descend near the watc;r’s edge on the 
Minnesota shore, except near the Interstate 
94 bridges. On the Wisconsin side the 
bluffs are set back from the water. This is 
another highly developed stretch of the 
riverway, with views dominated by Hud- 
son, another one of the valley’s historic 
lumbering towns, and the two Interstate 94 
bridges at the south end of the unit. On the 
Minnesota side the blufftops have fairly 
dense residential development, and several 





homes sit on the floodplain at the river’s 
edge, but there is some natural vegetation 
and landscaped environments. On the Wis- 
consin side the residential and downtown 
neighborhoods of Hudson cover the bluff 
tops and the river terrace. A park abuts the 
riverfront downtown, just north of the 
river’s largest marina. 


Open Lake (Interstate 94 to Catfish Bar; 
4.5 miles) 


This is the river’s widest and deepest sec- 
tion, nearly 2 miles across and up to 70 feet 
deep. Tall, wooded bluffs descend to the 
shoreline on the Wisconsin side. The Min- 
nesota bluffs are far from the shore. A high 
terrace drops abruptly to the water’s edge 
between Lakeland and Afton. Develop- 
ments can be found in several areas on this 
stretch. The Wisconsin blufftops are rim- 
med by large-lot residential development. 
More intensive residential development is 
found at St. Croix Cove, where most 
homes are on a terrace below the rim of the 
bluff. The river terrace on the Minnesota 
side in this section contains five municipal- 
ities and fairly dense residential develop- 
ment. A flood control levee fronts the river 
at Lake St. Croix Beach. 


Catfish to Kinnickinnic (Catfish Bar to 
Kinnickinnic Narrows; 5.0 miles) 


The river here is uniformly about a 2 mile 
wide and fronted by tall, wooded bluffs 
that drop almost directly into the water. 
Directly across the river from Afton is 
Catfish Bar, a large sandbar that juts into 
the river at the base of a large, wooded 
bluff. Black Bass Bar, a similar sandbar on 
the Wisconsin side, lies south of Catfish 
Bar. Developments and people are com- 
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mon in localized areas. Scattered homes 
are on the blufftops. The Wisconsin side of 
the river is rural with natural and man- 
made features in the landscape. In Minne- 
sota the historic river town of Afton lies in 
the floodplain, with two marinas, a park, 
and scattered commercial and residential 
development along the edge of the river. 
Just south of town, development thins and 
closely resembles the rural residential 
character of the Wisconsin side. Many 
people use Afton State Park, which offers 
boat beaching, hiking, and swimming 
areas. A large electrical transmission line 
also crosses the river on this stretch. 


Kinnickinnic Narrows (Kinnickinnic 
Narrows; 0.5 miles) 


A sandy, forested delta at the mouth of the 
Kinnickinnic River fo, es ‘he St. Croix 
River’s channel against the Minnesota 
bluffs, resulting in a narrow river with a 
swift current. Kinnickinnic State Park 
covers the Wisconsin side of the river and 
is an extremely popular boat beaching and 
mooring area. Scattered homes sit atop the 
Minnesota bluff, which drops almost 
directly into the river. 


Kinnickinnic to Prescott (Kinnickinnic 
Narrows to Mississippi Confluence at 
Prescott; 6.0 miles) 


This area is similar to the Catfish- 
Kinnickinnic stretch north of the narrows. 
The river is uniformly about 1/2 mile wide 
and fronted by tall, wooded bluffs that drop 
almost directly into the water. Scattered 
homes are along the bluffs. The Minnesota 
side has a mix of rural and natural land- 
scapes. The Wisconsin side has a 








predominately rural character until the 
southern edge of this river segment where 
there are more signs of people and 
development. Here the eastern shore has 
the residential and downtown 
neighborhoods of Prescott, another of the 
St. Croix’s historic river towns. A 
peninsula extends from the Min- 
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nesota shore at the mouth of the river 
(Point Douglas), forming a natural dam 
that creates Lake St. Croix. The Point 
Douglas area has a marina and county 
park. A highway and railroad bridge cross 
the river in its last few hundred feet before 
meeting the Mississippi. 





RECREATIONAL US 


Five state parks and one regional park abut 
the river and provide recreational oppor- 
tunities including hiking, cross-country 
skiing, nature observation, swimming, 
fishing, car-related camping, and other 
activities. Local parks in communities 
along the river provide similar opportuni- 
ties. Considering the proximity to the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area, it is not surprising 
that many people access the riverway 
through these parks. The following sum- 
marizes three-year average annual park 


visitor data for 1996-98: 
Minnesota Interstate State Park 364,499 
Wisconsin Interstate State Park 338,131 
William O’Brien State Park 239,810 
Afton State Park 176,748 
Kinnickinnic State Park 226,326 
St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park 133,754* 
Total 1,479,268 


*Data is for 1998 only; this park opened to the 
public for the first time in 1997. 


Most of the riverway is not accessible by 
public park or by public road; as a result, 
much of the riverway is accessed for rec- 
reational purposes from the water. Ap- 
proximately 310,600 people visited the 
riverway by water in 1997, the most recent 
year for which data is available. Combined 
with state and regional park visitation 
information, the boating information leads 
to the conclusion that the Lower St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway receives ap- 
proximately 1.8 million visitors per year. 
Considering that use data is not kept for 
some local parks that receive heavy use, 
such as Lowell Park in Stillwater, Lakeside 


Park in Bayport, Lakefront Park in 
Hudson, Point Douglas County Park, and 
the swimming beach in Lake St. Croix 
Beach, it would be safe to conclude that 
visitation easily exceeds 2 million visitors 
per year. 


An increasingly popular form of recreation 
in the riverway is heritage tourism, which 
attracts visitors to a combination of natural 
and cultural amenities. In addition to the 
riverway’s scenic character, visitors are 
also attracted to its historic communities. 
There is currently no method of 
determining the number of visitors to the 
riverway that are attracted by heritage 
tourism. 


Because of its scenic character and high 
water quality (suitable for body-contact 
recreation), the riverway is popular for all 
types of boating recreation. Boating density 
is a concern along several sections of the 
river. Riverway managing agencies have 
agreed that the need for water surface use 
regulations should be studied when density 
reaches 15 acres of water per moving boat 
and should be implemented when density 
reaches 10 acres of water per moving boat. 
Density is monitored with aerial photo- 
graphic surveys, which have been con- 
ducted in odd-numbered years since 1977. 


Because the river changes character several 
times through its length, different sections 
of the river are popular with different user 
groups. Distinct sections of the river are 
described below. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


RIVER SECTIONS 


Backwaters from the Dalles of the St. 
Croix to William O’Brien State Park: 16 
miles 


In areas such as Close Slough, Rice Lake, 
Peaslee Lake, and Lower Lake, and in back 
channels opposite Osceola, at Cedar Bend, 
opposite McLeod’s Slough and opposite 
Copas, users will find a narrow and inti- 
mate riverine experience that suggests 
wilderness and provides solitude. The 
forested islands and shorelines appear 
undisturbed and waier quality is high. Very 
shallow conditions prevail and motorized 
craft are rarely seen, even during periods of 
high water. During low-water periods, 
even canoes frequently run aground. Few 
of the river’s many users explore these 
areas, leaving this as a refuge for solitude- 
seekers. 


Backwaters from William O’Brien State 
Park to Arcola Sandbar: 6 miles 


In areas such as Dead Man’s Slough, users 
will find a narrow and intimate riverine 
experience that provides moderate solitude. 
In Rice Lake is the designated St. Croix 
Islands Wildlife Area, a large open back- 
water similar to those found on the Missis- 
sippi River, with vast acres of emergent 
vegetation and waterfowl habitat. Very 
shallow conditions prevail and motorized 
craft are rarely seen, except during periods 
of high water when they cross the Arcola 
sandbar from the south and motor slowly 
through the area. This is an excellent area 
for wildlife observation, especially water- 
fowl. For those seeking quiet and solitude, 
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this area is second on the river only to the 
area described above. 


Backwaters from Arcola Sandbar to 
north limits of Stillwater: 5 miles 


The river environment in this area includes 
a braided channel environment with many 
forested floodplain islands and narrow side 
channels, as well as a main channel that 
moves back and forth across the valley. 
The very steep bluffs wall the valley with 
cliffs and sandstone outcrops, creating a 
very scenic backdrop. Many, but not all of 
the side channels are accessible to slow- 
moving motorboats, and there are some 
island campsites located on the side 
channels. While the main channel here can 
be busy and noisy, the side channels offer a 
quieter alternative. 


Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock Island: 
3.5 miles 


The main river channel here meanders 
among lush forests and basalt cliffs, 
creating a scenic backdrop for the on-river 
experience. The two state parks here 
provide popular starting points for canoe 
trips that involve high scenic quality, no 
rapids to challenge the novice, and enough 
other people around to make the novice 
feel safe. Many Twin Cities residents have 
their first canoe experience here, usually in 
a group setting; the experience is fairly 
social, with relatively large numbers of 
people. Shallow conditions generally 
ensure that few, if any motorboats are 
encountered. 








Rock Island to McLeod’s Slough: 10 
miles 


The main river channel here is similar to 
the area immediately north, except the 
basalt cliffs have been replaced by wooded 
bluffs. The bridge and landing at Osceola 
serve as an end-point for many rental canoe 
trips, so the social nature of the experience 
diminishes south of Osceola. The river 
remains shallow and motorboats continue 
to be uncommon. 


McLeod’s Slough to Arcola Sandbar: 
8.5 miles 


After the main river channel emerges from 
McLeod’s Slough, water depth increases 
enough to permit use by pontoon boats and 
other shallow-draft motorboats. Shoreline 
residential development increases, as does 
the number of docked motorboats. Most 
canoeists end their trip at William O’Brien 
State Park. This river segment contains a 
mixture of nonmotorized and slow-moving 
motorized craft. The Arcola sandbar itself, 
created by a delta at the mouth of the 
Apple River, is extremely shallow during 
normal river levels and most motorized 
craft do not cross it. 


The section of the riverway north of the 
Arcola sandbar contains about 42% of the 
riverway’s miles of length and receives 
about 19% of the total boating use. While 
large numbers of canoes are occasionally 
seen between Taylors Falls and Osceola, 
boating density is generally not a concern 
north of the Arcola sandbar. 


Recreational Use 


Arcola Sandbar to north limits of 
Stillwater: 5 miles 


The river environment in this area includes 
a braided channel environment with many 
forested floodplain islands and narrow side 
channels, as well as a main channel that 
moves back and forth across the valley. 
The very steep bluffs wall the valley with 
cliffs and sandstone outcrops, creating a 
very scenic backdrop. The main river 
channel provides adequate depth for most 
motorboats. The islands provide many boat 
beaching sites for island camping and day 
use, and the steep valley walls provide 
shelter from the winds that often buffet 
Lake St. Croix to the south. These factors 
contribute to this being an extremely 
popular area among motorboat users, and 
the recreational activity here is clearly 
social. This reach of river contains about 
9% of the riverway’s miles of length and 
receives about 8% of the total boating use. 
Boating density in this reach of river has 
averaged 9.4 acres of water per moving 
craft since 1983. 


Waterskiing is prohibited on weekend 
afternoons in this area, and designation as a 
no-wake zone was considered but not 
enacted in the mid-1990s. 


Stillwater to Catfish Bar: 13.5 miles 


This naturally wide part of the river is 
known as Lake St. Croix and is among the 
most popular boating areas in Minnesota 
and Wisconsin. It is part of the Upper 
Mississippi River navigation system, 
ensuring adequate depth for even the 
largest recreational vessels (some craft in 
this area approach 100 feet in length). The 
widest portions, above and below Hudson, 
are very popular for sailboat use, and 
sailing races are held regularly. The 











natrows area at Hudson includes several 
sandy islands that are very popular for both 
day use and camping. The bay between two 
man-made levees at Hudson is very popu- 
lar for waterskiing because it is protected 
from winds that often buffet the open lake. 
Boating here is a very social experience, 
and some watercraft travel at high speeds. 


The portion of the lake north of Hudson 
contains about 12% of the riverway’s miles 
of length and receives about 12% of total 
use; density ranges from about 16 acres of 
water per moving boat at Stillwater to about 
30 between Stillwater and Hudson. The 
Hudson narrows contains about 2% of the 
riverway’s miles of length and receives 
about 18% of total use; density here aver- 
ages 2.2 acres of water per moving craft, 
making this the riverway’s most congested 
area. The area is currently managed as a no- 
wake zone. The waterski bay at Hudson 
contains about 1% of the riverway’s length 
and receives about 1% of total use; density 
averages about 30 acres of water per mov- 
ing craft. The southerly bay at Hudson, 
north of the Interstate 94 bridge, also con- 
tains about 1% of the riverway’s length; it 
receives about 4% of total use; density 
averages 14.7 acres of water per moving 
craft. The area is currently mnaged as a no- 
wake zone. The portion of the lake between 
Hudson and Caifish Bar contains about 8% 
of the riverway’s miles of length and re- 
ceives about 6% of total use; density aver- 
ages 35.9 acres of water per moving craft. 


Caifish Bar to Prescott: 11.5 miles 


Tt s lower section of Lake St. Croix is 
narrower than the upper portion of the lake 
and tall wooded bluffs fall directly into the 
river. Boat beaching is popular at Catfish 
Bar and Black Bass Bar, which are privately 
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owned and leased to boating clubs, and at 
Afton State Park, Kinnickinnic State Park 
and St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park. Most of 
the remaining riverfront is privately owned. 
The narrows area at Kinnickinnic State Park 
includes a large and extremely popular 
sandbar for day use and camping. Water 
depth is adequate for very large craft. 
Boating here is a very social experience, 
and some watercraft travel at high speeds. 

r 


The river at Catfish Bar contains about 1% 
of the riverway’s miles of length and rec- 
eives about 4% of total use; density 
averages 11.4 acres of water per moving 
craft. The area is currently managed as a no- 
wake zone. The portion of river betwocu 
Catfish Bar and the Kinnickinnic Narrows 
contains about 9% of the riverway’s miles 
of length and receives about 5% of total 
use; density averages 25.2 acres of water 
per moving craft. The Kinnickinnic Narows 
contains about 1% of the riverway’s miles 
of length and receives about | 1% of total 
use; density averages 3.8 acres of water per 
moving craft. The area is currently 
managed as a no-wake zone. The bay on the 
south side of Kinnickinnic State Park 
contains about 0.5% of the riverway’s miles 
of length and receives about 2% of total 
use; density averages 4.9 acres of water per 
moving craft. The area is currently managed 
as a no-wake zone. The area between the 
Kinnickinnic Sandbar and Prescott contains 
about 11% of the riverway’s miles of length 
and receives about 7% of total use; density 
averages 18.7 acres of water per moving 
craft. The Prescott Narrows contains about 
0.5% of the riverway’s miles of length and 
receives about 3% of total use; density 
averages 4.6 acres of water per moving 
craft. The area is currently managed as 4 no- 
wake zone. 








OVERALL USE 


Most recreational use of the riverway occurs 
during summer months, especially on week- 
ends. Because of its proximity to the Twin 
Cities, much activity is day use rather than 
as a vacation destination. Fishing is heavy 
in early May, and general boating use rises 
sharply on pleasant weekend days in May 
and September. During the rest of the year, 
recreational use of the riverway is low. 
Some snowmobiling, snowshoeing, and 
cross-country skiing occur in winter, and ice 
fishing is popular on Lake St. Croix during 
the coldest winter months. Cross-country 
skiing is quite popular in the state parks. On 
the whole, though, the vast majority of rec- 
reational users visit the St. Croix only dur- 
ing summer months. 


Watercraft use of the river in summer 
months increased rapidly during the 1960s, 
1970s, and early 1980s, and many users 
complained about crowding. Water surface 
use regulations were imposed in the late 
1970s in response to concerns about safety 
and resource impacts. A study of watercraft 
use in 1971 concluded the river was unac- 
ceptably overcrowded. A carrying capacity 
study conducted in 1977 drew the same 
conclusion and observed that boating use 
had increased dramatically in that six-year 
period. Use began to level off in the 1980s 
with the only discernable trend being an 
increase in boat size south of Stillwater. 


Watercraft crowding remains a contro- 
versial subject on the St. Croix. Since many 
of the riverway’s boaters are seeking a 
relatively social experience, encountering 
large numbers of other people on the water 
does not diminish their experience. For 
others seeking a less busy environment, the 
riverway fails to meet their needs and they 
are displaced to another water body. Boater 
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Satisfaction remains artificially high because 
dissatisfied boaters have already left for 
other waters. Of the users who remain, 
those with a long experience on the river 
and many of them riverfront landowners, 
are often most concerned about crowding. 
Boaters access the river through boat 
launching ramps, marinas, private riparian 
homes, and from the adjacent Mississippi 
River. The states can regulate access on the 
inland waterway system (between the two 
rivers) to meet certain regulatory needs 
(such as preventing the spread of exotic 
species), but not for arbitrary purposes such 
as controlling overall numbers. 


Large numbers of boaters can impact the 
river’s environment in two ways that are 
worth noting. First, some boaters do not 
dispose of human waste appropriately, with 
resulting threats to water quality. Because 
the river contains a large volume of water, 
the river’s assimilative capacity makes that 
risk relatively low, but it does exist. Sec- 
ondly, boaters who visit the river’s sandy 
shorelines and islands can trample vegeta- 
tion and increase erosion of those easily 
eroded sandy soils. 


CAMPING EXPERIENCE 


Island/shoreline boat-in camping is the pri- 
mary type of camping experience offered in 
the Lower St. Croix. Most campsites are un- 
designated and are created through recrea- 
tional use. Camping at informal sites has no 
limitations on the nunvber of groups or indi- 
viduals. The island area available for camp- 
ing use will change within seasons and from 
year to year due to water level fluctuation. 








There is some evidence that the number and 
complexity of islands has significantly 
increased between 1969 and 1991. During 
this same period, data show that the area of 
the islands had significantly decreased. 
Such changes have implications for how the 
island resources may be managed. Car- 
accessible camping opportunities are limit- 
ed within the riverway but such experiences 
are available at nearby state parks and pri- 
vate campgrounds. 


Camping use is reported as overnight stays 
within the riverway. An overnight stay is 
one person spending one night within the 
riverway for recreational purposes. Over- 
night stays are counted separate from 
recreational users, so they do not cor- 
respond exactly. However, overnight use of 
the riverway accounted for only a minor 
portion of the riverway’s recreational use. 
Overnight stays for the lower riverway for 
1997 are presented in figure A. 


Overnight use within the area north of 
Stillwater in 1997 was 16,216 overnight 
stays. All overnight stays occurred in April 
through October; for five months of the year 
(January, February, March. November, and 
December) overnight use was nonexistent. 
The cold weather limits the numbers of 
campers during late fall and winter. Freez- 
ing of the riverway prohibits the usual 
boating and other warm weather recrea- 
tional activities. However, the frozen lake 
then offers opportunities for ice fishing, 
snowmobiling, and other wintertime 
activities. Overnight use figures for the 
riverway south of Stillwater are not col- 
lected. However, there is extensive over- 
night use of the islands near Hudson and 
other public lands throughout the summer 
season. July is the busiest month for 
overnight use throughout the riverway. 


Figure A. Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway 
Backcountry Camping (Overnight Stays) for 1997 by Month 
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Source: National Park Service, Washington Office, Public Use Statistics Program Center 
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Large numbers of boat-in campers can 
impact the river’ environment in two ways 
that are worth noting. First, some boat-in 
campers do not dispose of human waste 
appropriately, with resulting threats to water 
quality. Because the river contains a large 
volume of water, the assimilative capacity 
makes that risk relatively low, but it does 
exist. Secondly, boaters who camp on the 
river’ sandy shorelines and islands can 
trample vegetation and increase erosion of 
those easily eroded sandy soils. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 
ALONG THE LOWER ST. CROIX 


The lower riverway offers parks, recrea- 
tional sites, wildlife areas, and facilities for 
river and land-based recreational activities. 
These recreational facilities are managed by 
various entities, including the National Park 
Service, the states of Minnesota and Wis- 
consin, local governments, and private 
entities. These public and additional private 
facilities provide a diversity of visitor use 
experiences along the riverway, which 
include canoeing, boating, fishing, swim- 
ming, camping, hiking, bicycling, cross- 
country skiing, and environmental educa- 
tion. The upper sections of the Lower St. 
Croix from St. Croix Falls/Taylors Falls 
areas to just north of Stillwater, Minnesota, 
offer water-based recreation2’ «= ortunities 
in a natural setting. The lower sections of 
the St. Croix downriver from Stillwater to 
the confluence with the Mississippi River 
provide an almost lakelike setting that 
includes more motorized use and larger 
watercraft. The various recreational 
facilities along the lower riverway are 
described below. 


Recreational Use 
National Park Service 


The NPS headquarters for the St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway is in St. Croix 
Falls, Wisconsin, just above the Taylors 
Falls Dam. Facilities available here include 
a visitor information center, picnic site, and 
canoe landing. The Eagles Nest area 
(Minnesota) is 5.3 river miles downstream 
of the Taylors Falls Dam and offers canoe 
camping and a landing, water, toilets, and a 
picnic site. This is a primitive camping site 
for canoe access only. The next NPS facility 
along the riverway is the Osceola Landing 
area on the Minnesota side of the river. This 
area has a boat launch and canoe landing, 
fishing pier, and picnic areas with restrooms 
and drinking water. Somerset Landing 
(Wisconsin) is 18.2 river miles from the 
Taylors Falls Dam and offers canoe 
camping and a landing, boat launch, and 
toilet facilities. Canoe campsites are also 
available on NPS-managed islands just 
above Stillwater, Minnesota. The Lower 
River Visitor Center in Stillwater is open 
year-round and provides visitor information 
and interpretive displays. 


Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources 


Minnesota Interstate State Park is just 
below Taylors Falls and offers boat ramp 
access to the river, camping and picnic 
facilities, hiking trails, and fishing. This 
park provides 37 camping sites, group 
campsites for 100 people, canoe rental and 
shuttle service, volleyball courts, a seasonal 
visitor center, and 3.5 miles of hiking trails. 
William O’Brien State Park located just 
north of Marine on the St. Croix offers a 
variety of recreatic al experiences including 
canoeing, hiking, fishing, and swimming. 
Camping opportunities include backpack 











campsites and primitive group campsites 
(capacity 7°) to semi-modern sites (125) 
with electrical hookups (62). Showers and 
dump stations are also provided. A boat 
launch ramp, hiking and cross-country ski 
trails (9.5 miles), access to country bike trail 
systems, a year-round interpretive program 
and visitor center, and picnic grounds (200 
tables) with snack bar and shelters are also 
found here. Winter recreation includes 
snowmobiling, skate ski, and cross-country 
ski trails with a warming house provided. 


The St. Croix Boonu..ie public access is 
above Stillwater and has 20 parking spaces 
and a boat launch. The next major DNR 
facility is Afton State Park just south of the 
city of Afton on bluffs overlooking the St. 
Croix Valley and river. There is minimal 
amount of development in the park in order 
to preserve the natural character of the site. 
A walk-in backpack campground (24 
sites), group Campground (two camps), and 
one canoe campsite are provided with 
dock, fishing, swimming beach, and river 
access. The park has a year-round visitor 
center, a self-guided trail, and two picnic 
grounds, and offers 18 miles of hiking and 
cross-country trails, 5 miles of horseback 
trails, and 4 miles of bike trails. 


Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources 


Wisconsin Interstate State Park is below 
St. Croix Falls and prov‘des boat ramp 
access to the river, camping and picnic 
facilities, hiking trails, and fishing. It also 
offers year-round naturalist programs, 
guided hikes, and the Ice Age Interpretive 
Center. This park has 85 campiug sites 
with two group camps, 8.9 miles of hiking 
and 10.6 miles of cross-country ski trails, 








river and lake fishing, and a swimming 
beach. 


Wildlife management areas such as the St. 
Croix Islands Wildlife Area offer wildlife 
viewing, canoeing, hunting, fishing, trap- 
ping, and picnicking opportunities. The St. 
Croix Islands Wildlife Area is downriver 
from Marine on St. Croix and provides 
river access to the St. Croix and to the 
Apple River. The Apple River flows 
through the wildlife area to join the St. 
Croix and is known for its tubing oppor- 
area is the Apple River Canyon, which is 
used by the scientific community for 
student teaching and research. 


Kinnickinnic State Park is on the lower 
section of the riverway and provides 
recreational opportunities for swimming, 
fishing, picnicking, and 7 miles of hiking 
and cross-country skiing trails. Day-use 
facilities focus on picnicking and hiking 
and water-based activities such as water 
skiing, sunbathing, boat camping, wind 
surfing, and summertime sports. Campsites 
(112 sites) have limited facilities. Winter 
uses include cross-country skiing, ice 
fishing, hiking, and snowshoeing. The 
Kinnickinnic River joins the St. Croix at 
the park and is known for its trout fishing. 


OTHER PUBLIC, TOWNSHIP, 
COUNTY, AND NONPROFIT 


Sources of information on river recreation 
and facilities can be found at the Interstate 
94 State Welcome Centers on either side of 
the St. Croix River in Minnesota and in 
Wisconsin. These Department of Transpor- 
tation waysides also provide picnic sites. 
Public boat ramps and launches can be 
found at Franconia, Log House, Somerset, 








and S:. Croix Bluffs Regional Park. City 
boat launch areas include facilities at, 
Bayport, Hudson, and Afton. Public 
facilities that provide picnic areas, rest- 
rooms, and drinking water are at St. Croix 
Boomsite Historic Wayside (Minnesota 
DOT), Lakeside Park (Bayport), Ferry 
Landing Park (North Hudson), and 
Lakefront Park (Hudson). Municipal dock 
access is available at Lowell Park (Still- 
water). Public swimming beaches can be 
found at Kalliner Park, Bayport, North 
Hudson, Hudson, Lakeland, Troy Beach, 
Lake St. Croix Beach, Pt. Douglas Park, 
and Prescott. 


Hiking trails and educational programs 
focusing on the lower river environment 
can be found at the Carpenter Nature 
Center north of Point Douglas, Minnesota. 
This is a private, nonprofit nature preserve 
and environmental education facility 
encompassing 600 acres with several miles 
of hiking trails and an interpretive center. 


Still in the development phase is the Stand- 


ing Cedars Community Land Conservancy 
(Osceola, Wisconsin) that will offer public 
outdoor recreation and envi: »nmental 
education programs along the Lower St. 
Croix Riverway. 


PRIVATE 


Many private marinas and docks can be 
found along the riverway at Marine on St. 
Croix, Boomsite, Stillwater, Bayport, 
Hudson, Afton, and Prescott. Private boat 
ramps for river access are at Marine on St. 
Croix, Stillwater, Bayport, Hudson, Lake- 
land, and Afton. Many of these facilities 
a!so provide river access, picnic areas, 
restrooms, boat docks, and drinking water. 
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Recreational Use 


REGIONAL RECREATIONAL 
FACILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES 


In addition to those recreational facilities 
directly along the lower nverway, within a 
50 mile radius, there are many other 
regional outdoor recreational areas that 
provide hiking, biking, equestrian, snow- 
camping facilities; environmental 
education centers; and river recreational 
opportunities that include boat and canoe 
access, swimming, and fishing. 


Within this region Minnesota offers three 
State parks, one national recreation area, 
two wildlife areas, one state forest, and one 
national wildlife refuge. St. Croix Wild 
River State Park (Minnesota DNR) is 
northwest of Interstate State Park and has 
96 semimodern campsites, eight canoe 
campsites, eight backpack campsites, a 
trailer dump station, picnic grounds, two 
river access points, a visitor center and 
year-round trail center, 35 miles of hiking 
and cross-country ski trails, 18 miles of 
horseback trails, a guest house, and two 
cabins. The Sand Dunes State Forest 
(Minnesota DNR) has hiking, cross- 
country skiing, equestrian, and snowmobile 
trails, campgrounds, swimming beaches, 
and fishing. The Carlos Avery Wildlife 
Management Area (Minnesota DNR) west 
of Taylors Falls/St. Croix Falls offers 
hunting and a boat ramp with canoe-carry 
access. Fort Snelling State Park 
(Minnesota DNR) in the heart of the 
Minneapolis/St. Paul area has 150 picnic 
sites, a swimming beach, toilets, river and 
lake fishing, boat and canoe access, 18 
miles of hiking trails, 18 miles of skiing 
trails, 5 miles of biking trails, a golf 
course, recreational fields, and an inter- 
pretive center. The Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area includes 72 











miles of river environment flowing through 
the Twin Cities metropolitan area to the 
confluence of the St. Croix River. Fronte- 
nac State Park (Minnesota DNR) near Lake 
58 campsites, one group campsite, 15.4 
miles of hiking trails, a 2.5-mile seif- 
guided trail, 6 miles of cross-country ski 
trail, 8 miles of snowmobile traiis, a picnic 
area, and fishing. Wildlife management 
recreational activities include the 
Sherburne Nativnal Wildlife Refuge (U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service) northwest of 
Minneapolis and the Gores Pool No. 3 
Wildlife Management Area (Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources) 
southeast of Minneapolis. Other Minnesota 
areas include the Upper Mississippi 
National Wildlife and Fish Refuge, the 
Sandstone National Wilalife Refuge, the 
Kettle State Wild and Scenic River, the 
Mississippi State Wild and Scenic River, 
the Rum State Wild and Scenic River, and 
Nerstrand Big Woods State Park. 


Wisconsin has three additional recreational 
areas within the region of the lower river- 
way. Willow River State Park (Wisconsin 
DNR) northeast of Hudson provides camp- 
ground facilities (72 sites), beach and boat 
lake access, nature center, and hiking and 
nature trails (10.2 miles). Hoffman Hills 
Recreation Area (Wisconsin DNR) near 
Menomonie has an outdoor group camp for 
youth groups, an observation tower, a self- 
guided nature trail, and hiking/skiing trails. 
The Red Cedar Trail (Wisconsin DNR) is 
also near Menomonie. 


Long distance trails in the region provide 
links between scenic natural areas and also 
connect natural areas with residential parks 
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and developments. The Minnesota Gateway 
Trail is a bike trail connecting St. Paul to 
Pine Point Park and is a segment of the 
Willard Munger Trail that runs as far north 
as Duluth. The Willard Munger Trail is a 
164-mile multiuse Minnesota state trail that 
The 50-mile Gandy Dancer Trail in Wiscon- 
sin is used by hikers, bikers, snowmobilers, 
and ATVs and connects St. Croix Falls to 
Danbury. The Ice Age Trail is a 500-mile- 
traverses the glacial landscape of Wisconsin 
with a trailhead at the Interstate Park below 
St. Croix Falls. Also found in Wisconsin is 
the Red Cedar State Trail that is a 14.5-mile 
paralleling the Red Cedar River from 
Menomonie to the Chippewa River Valley. 


The 200 miles of riverine environment of 
the Upper St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway complement the recreational 
activities in the Lower St. Croix by 
providing different types of experiences. 
The upper river offers more primitive, 
wilderness-like experiences with river 
conditions containing most!v class I rapids 
(small waves with few or no obsizuctions) 
and some class II rapids (wide clear 
channels with waves up to 3 feet). The 
upper riverway’s flowages at Hayward, 
Trego, and Taylors Falls provide slack 
water for small powerboat activities and 
deep-water fishing. The numerous public 
recreational areas surrounding the Upper St. 
Croix provide a wide range of outdoor 
recreational activities and facilities, which 
occur in primarily wilderness like settings. 











NATURAL RESOURCES 


CLIMATE 


The climate is subhumid continental, with 
long, snowy, cold winters and relatively 
short, warm summers. Average annual 
precipitation in the St. Croix Basin ranges 
from 28-32 inches. About 75% of the 
annual precipitation falls from May to 
September (Baker et al. as cited in USGS 
1996). Average daily maximum tempera- 
tures reach 85° in July and 23° in January. 
with June usually being the wettest month 
of the year. During summer and early fall, 
the weather becomes progressively drier. 
Snowfall contributes about 15% of the 
total annual precipitation; annual snowfall 
averages about 45 inches per year in the St. 
Croix basin, most of which is in February 
and March. Much of the river is usually 
frozen from November until April, with the 
exception of the Narrows, whose width and 
faster current keep the water ice-free most 
of the winter. 


AIR QUALITY 


In general, air quality and visibility are 
usually good in the lower St. Croix area. 
However, there is some evidence of 
pollution from the Minneapolis/St. Paul 
(Twin Cities) area. Adjacent to the river at 
Stillwater, Minnesota, is the Allen S. King 
Power Plant, a coal-fired facility. The Twin 
Cities area and Allen S. King plant appear 
to be the major sources of pollution along 
the lower riverway. Regional haze condi- 
tions are noticeable on many days through- 
out the year (NPS 1995a). Under certain 
meteorological conditions, layered haze 
forms from nitrogen oxide emissions from 
the King Plant. 
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, particulate 
were established under the 1970 Clean Air 
Act Amendments. Areas in the United 
States that meet or exceed these standards 
are known as attainment areas. Areas in 
which the standards are not met are 
nonattainment areas. 


The southwestern part of Wisconsin from 
Prescott (Pierce County) to St. Croix Falls 
(Polk County) is in attainment with all 
national ambient air quality standards. 
Overall, Minnesota is in compiiance with 
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead 
ambient air quality standards. The Twin 
Cities seven-county area, which includes 
Washington County, is in nonattainment 
for carbon monoxide. However, the state is 
applying for redesignation to attainment 
based on the lack of carbon monoxide 
standards violations in recent years. An 
ozone monitoring site is in Washington 
County, which monitors downwind con- 
centrations of ozone emanating from the 
Twin Cities area. This monitoring site is in 
attainment with the old 1-hour ozone stan- 
dard. However, recent promulgation of the 
new 8-hour standard calls for reassessment 
at the end of 1998 monitoring season, at 
which time the attainment status will be 
reassessed. The Twin Cities seven-county 
area also has a limited problem with 
particulate matter (PM10) in the downtown 
St. Paul area. EPA’s promulgation of a 
new particulate standard (PM2.5) calls for 
monitoring to determine status. That new 
monitoring program wil! start in 1999. 


The 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments 
established a program to preserve, protect, 








and en .ance the air quality in clean air 
areas of the United States. The riverway 
was designated as a class Il clean air area. 
Air quality standards, known as incre- 
ments, were established for these areas for 
certain air pollutants, including sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and particulate 
matter, from new or modified existing 
major stationary sources. Under this 
designation, limited development can be 
permitted in the vicinity of the riverway as 
long as the levels of particulate matter, 
sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide do not 
exceed the class II increments. 


PHYSIOGRAPHY AND 
TOPOGRAPHY 


The Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway is 52 miles long, from the 
Northern Statcs Power Dam at Taylors 
Falls/St. Croix Falls to the confluence with 
the Mississippi River. The watershed of the 
lower river consists of 1,470 square miles; 
approximately 1,053 square miles in Wis- 
consin and 417 square miles in Minnesota. 
Three major tributary streams, the Apple, 
Willow, and Kinnickinnic Rivers, all in 
Wisconsin, drain much of this lower river 
watershed. 


The lower St. Croix changes markedly 
along this 52-mile course. Through the 
upper 27 miles, the river flows through a 
relatively narrow valley and is primarily 
characterized by shallow water and many 
islands, braided channels, and backwaters. 
At Taylors Falls/St. Croix Falls river flow 
is affected by a hydroelectric dam that 
produces fluctuating flows downstream. 
From the dam, rapids extend to a deep and 
narrow gorge with basalt cliffs, known as 
the Dalles. Downstream of the gorge the 
valley widens and the St. Croix changes to 
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a shallow, slow-moving river. Tall, 
forested bluffs line the heavily wooded 
valley. At Rock Island the river narrows 
and passes through another basalt rock 
gorge. Below Rock Island, the river winds 
back and forth across the floodplain, leav- 
ing islands and braided channe!s beneath 
steep, heavily wooded bluffs. Just below 
the Swing Bridge (historic railroad cros- 
sing) the river splits into two distinct 
channels, that come together again at the 
south end of McLeod’s Slough. This 
slough is marked by floodplain forests and 
extensive backwater marshes. The river 
continues to flow through a broad flood- 
plain, with many braided channels, in- 
cluding Page’s Siough. East of Page’s 
Slough, on the Wisconsin side of the 
river’s main channel, is a large, island-rich, 
backwater complex, which includes Dead 
Man’s Slough and Rice Lake. Downstream 
of Rice Lake, the Apple River enters the 
St. Croix and forms a delta that includes 
the Arcola sandbar — an extremely shal- 
low section of the main channel that serves 
as a barrier to motorboat traffic from the 
south. From the Arcola sandbar down- 
stream to the head of Lake St. Croix the 
river valley is narrower, and the valley 
walls are marked by limestone and sand- 
stone cliffs. The river flows through a 
braided channel with numerous islands, 
although the main channel provides 
adequate water depth for large watercraft. 


Through the lower 25 miles, the river 
valley broadens considerably and the river 
itself becomes lake-like. The head of Lake 
St. Croix lies near Stillwater, Minnesota. 
High bluffs line both sides of the valley. 
On the Wisconsin side, tall bluffs rise from 
near the water, receding back from the 
river near North Hudson. The Minnesota 
bluffs largely set back from the river, 
coming closer to the water south of Bay- 





port. The river remains broad and lake-like, 
although it becomes narrow and fairly fast- 
moving near Hudson, where a chain of 
sandy, sparsely vegetated islands runs 
along the Wisconsin side of the main 
channel. South to Catfish Bar is the river’s 
widest and deepest section, nearly two 
miles across and up to 70 feet deep. From 
Catfish Bar to the Kinnickinnic narrows 
the river is about 1/2-mile wide and fronted 
by tall bluffs that drop almost directly into 
the water. Catfish Bar, which is directly 
across from Afton, is a large sandbar that 
juts into the river at the base of a large, 
wooded bluff. Black Bass Bar, a similar 
sandbar on the Wisconsin side, lies south 
of Catfish Bar. The Kinnickinnic narrows 
is formed by the sandy delta at the mouth 
of the Kinnickinnic River, which forces the 
river channel west, against the Minnesota 
bluffs. Below the narrows the river is much 
like the Catfish Bar to Kinnickinnic 
stretch. The river is uniformly about 1/2- 
mile wide and fronted by tall, wooded 
bluffs that drop almost directly into the 
water. A peninsula extends from the 
Minnesota shore at the mouth of the river 
(Point Douglas), forming a natural dam 
that creates Lake St. Croix. Water levels 
are further influenced by Lock and Dam #3 
at Red Wing, Minnesota. 


LAND USE / LAND COVER 


A comprehensive land use / land cover 
study was undertaken by the Minnesota — 
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission in 
1993 (Stewardship of the Lower St. Croix 
River and its Watershed, MWBAC, 1994). 


Analysis compared land use in 1972, when 
the Lower St. Croix was first designated as 
a national scenic riverway, and 1991, 

reflecting then current land use character- 
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istics. Recent land use patterns and 
proximity to the Twin Cities metropolitan 
area continue to influence the riverway. 


Today, the fastest-growing land use in the 
St. Croix basin is urban. The acreage of 
urban land in the watershed doubled from 
1973 to 1991, growing from 3% of the 
total land area to 6% of the total land area 
of the watershed. That growth has taken 
place primarily in western St. Croix 
County and eastern Washington County. 
Along the Lower St. Croix itself, there are 
some areas where land use / land cover 
change has been even more dramatic. 
Where the northern portion of the Lower 
St. Croix is largely influenced by National 
Park Service fee and scenic easement 
acquisition, the southern portion of the 
Lower St. Croix (i.e., between Stillwater, 
MN and Prescott,WI ) is largely influenced 
by private residential development. 
Densities in this area range from larger 
homesteads to more dense urban lots in 
small town and outlying subdivision 
developments. 


Other land use patterns are fairly reflective 
of characteristics identified in 1972. 

Larger river towns like Stillwater, and 
Hudson, and smaller communities like 
Osceola, Marine on St. Croix and Afton 
continue to be prominent in the riverway 
corridor. Limited industrial development 
includes the Alan S. King Generating Plart 
in Oak Park Heights and Andersen Win- 
dow Corporation in Bayport. Undevel- 
oped shoreland and bluff areas, and state as 
well as local park areas are also found 
throughout the riverway. 


The area has been transformed from a 
presettlement mixture of forest, prairie and 
wetland natural habitat to a waiershed that 
in the 1990s, was about 56% cultivated 








agricultural land, 25% forest, 7% water and 
wetlands, 6% grassland, and 6% urban. 


GEOLOGY 


Geologic resources are one of the three 
outstandingly remarkable values for which 
the riverway was designated. The basalt 
formations form the Dalles, along with 
potholes and other geologic features left by 
glacial meltwater. 


The wide, deep valley of the St. Croix was 
formed approximately 9, 000 years ago 
wher large volumes of water drained 
glacial Lake Duluth. Underlying tne river- 
way surface features are a variety of bed- 
ock formations, which consists of Precam- 
brian sandstone, lava flows, Cambrian 
sandstone, and dolomite. The unconsoli- 
dated materia! under most of the basin 
ranges from 100 to 200 feet in thickness. In 
the vicinity of the lower St. Croix River, 
the basin is characterized by flat-topped, 
steep-sided hills with narrow stream 
valleys. Below St. Croix Falls, the river 
flows through both ground and end 
moraines. The Dalles geological forma- 
tions at Taylors Falls and St. Croix Falls 
are basalt overlain by sandstone and con- 
glomerate. High bluffs of limestone and 
sandstone are distinctive features below 
Taylors Falls to Prescott. The area south of 
Bayport to Afton on the Minnesota side is 
characterized by nearly level terraces com- 
posed of sand and gravel. The riverway 
substrate is gravel and cobble in the high 
velocity areas and coarse to fine sand in the 
slower reaches. 


The potential for sand and gravel develop- 
ment in and near the riverway continues to 
increase due to urban development. Within 
the riverway, two private pits are being 
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expanded. The Park Service holds scenic 
easements on many of the private lands 
within the upper portion of the riverway, 
but easements will not prevent mineral 
development on lands of split estate own- 
ership, where sand and gravel is part of the 
subsurface estate. The NPS 1984 Land 
Protection Plan allows the riverway to 
purchase mineral rights if deemed 
necessary to protect its resources. 


SOILS 


Soils on the Wisconsin side of the lower 
St. Croix River formed primarily in glacial 
outwash and a small portion formed in 
glacial till. Polk County general soils are 
characterized by well drained and some- 
what excessively drained loamy and sandy 
soils on pitted outwash plains. St. Croix 
County general soils are characterized as 
well drained and somewhat excessively 
drained, medium to moderately coarse 
textured soils on outwash plains and 

stream terraces. The soils on the Minnesota 
side of the lower St. Croix are gener._ly 
characterized as very poorly to moderately 
well-drained loamy and sandy soils that 
formed in alluvial deposits and glacial till. 
However, the soils vary along the riverway, 
and also include soils formed primarily in a 
sandy or loamy mantle over bedrock and in 
sandy alluvium, silty mantle and the under- 
lying sandy outwash, silty mantle over 
bedrock, and glacial outwash. 


Prime and unique soils are important farm- 
land and orchard production soils best 
suited to food, feed, forage, and fiber. They 
can be cultivated land, pasture, or wood- 
land. It does not include developed or 
water areas. In Wisconsin, numerous areas 
of prime farmland have been identified 
between St. Croix Falls and Prescott along 





and adjacent to the lower St. Croix NSF in 
Polk, St. Croix, and Pierce Counties. Ac- 
cording to individual Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) county soil 
surveys, in Wisconsin, more than 54 desig- 
nated prime and unique farmland soil types 
can be found in or along the riverway. On 
the Minnesota side of the lower St. Croix 
at least 34 prime and unique farm 'and soil 
types have been identified that lie along the 
riverway in Chisago and Washington 
Counties. Shoreline areas and some bluff 
areas in the riverway are generally sandy 
and easily eroded. 


WATER RESOURCES 


Streamflow of the St. Croix River has been 
monitored at St. Croix Falls since 1902. 
Average discharge through 1990 is 4,206 
cubic feet per second (cfs). Seasonally, 
highest flow is in the spring, from melting 
snow, rains falling on melting snow, or 
heavy rains falling on saturated soils. The 
largest dam on the river is the Northern 
States Power Company (NSP) dam span- 
ning the river at Taylors Falls, Minnesota, 
and St. Croix Falls, Wisconsin. The dam 
was specifically authorized by Congress in 
1903 and consequently predates Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
requirements. Because the dam is operated 
on a daily peaking schedule, w ater leve! 
fluctuations are experienced above and 
below the dam. In 1931, minimum flows of 
1,600 cfs were established from April 1 to 
October 31 of each year. Then in 1989, the 
NSP agreed to an 800 cfs minimum flow 
for the rest of each year. Negotiations are 
underway between NSP and riverway 
managing agencies to increase winter 
minimum flows. 
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The lock and dam system on the Missis- 
sippi River at Red Wing, Minnesota, has a 
profound influence on the water level in 
the lower riverway. That system was built 
in the 1930s when flow in the St. Croix 
was at a historical low. It was built to 
maintain a flat pool level in Pool 3, which 
includes the lower St. Croix, at a level of 
675.0 feet above mean sea level at the 
Stillwater gauge. At 675.0, the river is 3 to 
5 feet above its pre-dam level. However, 
when the level is higher than 675.0 the 
effect of the lock and dam on the St. Croix 
is minimal or nonexistent (Steve Johnson, 
MDNR, personal communication, 1996 as 
cited in NPS 1997). 


Both Wisconsin and Minnesota recognize 
the quality of the water of the St. Croix 
Riverway and give most of it the highest 
level of protection allowed. Wisconsin 
classifies the St. Croix River as Excep- 
tional Resource Water (ERW) from the 
northern city limit of St. Croix Falls to 1 
mile below the State Highway 243 bridge 
at Osceola. From this point to the northern 
boundary of the Hudson city limits, it is 
Classified as an outstanding resource water 
(ORW). Then, from Hudson to the con- 
fluence with the Mississippi River, the St. 
Croix is classified as an ERW. Waters 
Classified as ERW require that any in- 
creases ii existing discharges must meet 
the water quality standards for “fish and 
aquatic life purposes” and any new dis- 
charge is required to meet “background” 
conditions of the receiving water. For 
ORW segments of the river both new and 
increased discharges must meet “back- 
ground” conditions. In Minnesota, the 
entire lower St. Croix River, is designated 
as Outstanding resource value waters - 
restricted (ORVW-R). This designation 
requires that a proposed new or increased 
discharge would not be allowed unless 








there was no prudent and feasible 
alternative. 


The overall water quality of the riverway is 
considered to be good relative to other 
river systems within the region (Troelstrup 
et al. 1993). In general in the St. Croix 
River, alkalinity, pH, conductivity, nitro- 
gen, turbidity, and phosphorus increase 
downstream, while oxygen tends to de- 
crease (NPS 1997a). Graczyk (1986) and 
Boyle et al. (1992) also showed increasing 
nutrient and chlorophyll a concentrations 
downstream along the riverway. Increasing 
nutrients, turbidity, chlorophyll a, and 
decreasing oxygen could be the result of 
the more fertile soils in the lower basin, but 
may also suggest increasing human 
impacts downstream along the riverway. 
Sources of nutrients in the St. Croix River 
include municipal sewage, industrial 
wastes, septic tanks, feedlot discharges, 
detergents, fertilizers, plant detritus, animal 
waste, soil erosion, stormwater runoff, 
phosphate-bearing rock, precipitation and 
atmospheric deposition. Sources of 
sediments include erosion of soils and 
scouring stream channels. 


Preliminary data (Boyle et al. 1992, 
Graczyk 1986) suggest that many 
tributaries on the riverway have higher 
sediment and nutrient concentrations than 
the river itself. 


Water quality variables usually are well 
within acceptable water quality criteria. 
There were some isclated instances of 
water quality criteria (EPA 1994, 1995 as 
cited in NPS 1997a) being exceeded, based 
on historical data from four sites that were 
monitored on the lower St. Croix. EPA 
criteria were exceeded for some param- 
eters, primarily fecal coliform, cadmium, 
copper, and lead; mercury, nickel, zinc, 
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fluoride, pH, dissolved oxygen, and 
turbidity were also exceeded, but even less 
frequently. It should be emphasized that 
the frequency of times the above criteria 
were exceeded was relatively low. For 
example, dissolved oxygen was below 
criteria once and only at Taylors Falls, and 
was typically well above the EPA recom- 
mended level necessary to maintain fish 
populations. 


Results of an anti-degradation analysis 
(Breidt et al. 1991 as cited in NPS 1997a) 
on dissolved oxygen, organic nitrogen, and 
phosphorus on a lower St. Croix River site 
at Hudson, Wisconsin, showed that water 
quality has not degraded, with the possible 
exception of organic nitrogen, since 
establishment of the riverways. 


Fifteen municipal and industrial permitted 
waste water facilities discharge directly to 
the St. Croix River. Thirteen of these 
discharge to the lower riverway. Troelstrup 
et al. (1993) examined compliance evalua- 
tion reports for NPDES dischargers during 
1982-92. Discharger compliance with 
permitted limits has generally been good. 
Most violations were minor and short- 
term, involving some combination of total 
suspended solids, residual chlorine, 
biochemical oxygen demand and/or fecal 
coliform bacteria. The Allen S. King power 
plant and the municipal wastewater 
treatment plant at Taylors Falls, St. Croix 
Falls, Osceola and Hudson had the greatest 
number of permit violations (NPS 1997a). 


The lower riverway has several communi- 
ties along its banks with potential storm 
sewer drainage (St. Croix Falls, Taylors 
Falls, Osceola, Stillwater, and Hudson). 
These existing communities along with 
increasing development along the river 
increase the potential for storm water 














impacts. Potential pollutants include 
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding 
organic materials, bacteria, pesticides and 
toxic pollutants (heavy metals), and 
hazardous organic compounds (Kim et al. 
1993). These can cause increased turbidity, 
lower oxygen levels, human health 
hazards, and contaminated biota including 
fish. 


Minnesota and Wisconsin polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCB) fish consumptivn advis- 
ories have been issued for six fish species 
in the Marine on St. Croix area and nine 
species below Stillwater. Contamination 
levels showed an increasing downstream 
have been issued for five fish species in the 
Marine on St. Croix area and two species 
below Stillwater (Minnesota Department 
of Health 1994, Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources, Dept. of Health. 1994 
as cited in NPS 1997a). Past samp. ~ for 
PCBs by the Minnesota Pollution Con.rol 
Agency and the Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources have shown the pres- 
ence of PCBs in both fish and sediment. 
Heavy metals have also been found in fish 
tissue in the lower portions of the St. Croix 
River. 


An indicator of exceptional water quality 
of the St. Croix River is the presence of 40 
species of native mussels. Based on water 
quality data (Fago and Hatch 1993), at 
present water quality standards are high 
and do not pose a threat to the mussel com- 
munity (Horbach, D. J. 1996). A number 
of water quality factors can limit the distri- 
bution and abundance of mussels. These 
include suspended solids, dissolved oxy- 
gen, ammonia, calcium, and pH. In addi- 
tion, toxic compounds such as heavy 
metals, pesticides, and herbicides can 
influence mussel populations. Lacrease 
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levels of sediment can affect metabolism 
and feeding. 


The principal bedrock in which ground- 
water occurs along the St. Croix are sedi- 
mentary strata. The groundwater in the 
riverway area is generally satisfactory for 
most domestic, public, and industrial and 
irrigation uses (Kanivetsky as cited by 
USGS 1996). However, the geology of the 
St. Croix River basin makes the basin’s 
groundwater vulnerable to contamination, 
which has the potential to produce negative 
impacts on the quality of water in the St. 
Croix River. Groundwater contamination 
may result from both point and non-point 
Sources; point sources are generally related 
to spills of hazardous material and improp- 
er waste disposal, whereas non-point 
sources are most frequently related to 
application of fertilizers and pesticides on 
agricultural, residential, and commercial 
lands. 


FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 


Flooding is most likely on the lower St. 
Croix River from snowmelt in the spring 
and occasionally from intense storms in the 
summer. But flooding happens at other 
times of the year as well. The regional 100- 
year flood is generally used to delineate the 
limits of floodplains for regulatory pur- 
poses. A peak discharge of about 58,100 
Cfs can be expected on the St. Croix River 
at St. Croix Falls once every 100 years and 
has a 1% chance of occurring in any one 
year (i.e., the 100-year flood). Peak eleva- 
tion at St. Croix Falls, Wisconsin, for the 
100-year flood is 718.5 feet. Table 22 
shows peak discharge rates of selected 
intervals at St. Croix Falls. The Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
has mapped the 100-year flood boundary 








for much of the riverway for flood 
insurance rates. No base flood elevations 
were determined by FEMA. 


Wetlands are lands where saturation with 
water is the dominate factor determining 
the nature of soil development and the 
types of plant and animal communities 
living in the soil and on its surface. Within 
the riverway, wetlands exist primarily on 
the riverine edge. The types of wetlands 
found within the lower riverway include 
wet meadows, ponds , sloughs, seeps, and 
marshes. 


Di‘ “>rent classification systems have been 
used to map wetlands along the lower 
riverway. On the Minnesota side of the St. 
Croix, wetlands have been mapped 
(1:24,000 scale) using the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s Classification of 
Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the 
United States (USFWS 1979). About 500 
acres of the land within the riverway 
boundary of the Minnesota side is 
Classified as wetland. 


Tasiz 22: St. Crom River DisCHARGE RATES 
AT St. Crorx FALLs, WisCONSIN 























Interval Discharge rate in 
cubic feet per second 

2 year 22,300 
5 year 33,200 

10 year 40,000 

25 year 47,800 

50 year $3,100 

100 year 58,100 














Wetlands in Wisconsin have been mapped 
using a different classification system 
developed by the state of Wisconsin. This 
system is also based on the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s Classification of 
Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the 
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United States, but with a few simplifica- 
tions to make it easier to understand and 
use. About 1,030 acres of the lands within 
the riverway boundary on the Wisconsin 
side of the St. Croix are classified as 
wetland. 


Glenn-Lewin et al. (1992) surveyed 
wetlands along the federal zone of the 
riverway. Based on inventory and 
reconnaissance sampling and assessment, 
the riverway’s wetlands are in excellent 
condition. There was little evidence of 
disturbance, erosioi. loss, or sedimentation. 


VEGETATION 


The St. Croix watershed has dramatically 
changed since Euro-American settlement 
of the 1840s—150s. Presettlement land- 
cover in the lower St. Croix basin was 
primarily dominated by river-bottom 
forest, oak openings and barrens, prairie, 
and big woods. In Wisconsin, the major 
plant communities in Polk County con- 
sisted of the southern-hardwood forest, 
while the vegetation along the St. Croix in 
St. Croix and Pierce Counties was 
primarily oak savanna. In Minnesota, vege- 
tation along the riverway in Chisago 
County consisted primarily of hardwood 
forest and in Washington County, a 
mixture of hardwood forests, brushland, 
and grassland. The watershed now is a 
mosaic of habitat fragmented by suburban, 
agrarian, and recreational developments. 
The makeup is 56% cultivated agricultural 
land, 25% forest, 7% water and wetlands, 
6% grassland, and 6% urban. 


Historically, presettlement forest acreage 
was more than double what it is today. 
Some very important remnants of natural 


vegetation exist in the watershed, and 








many of the most significant ones are 
found along the river. 


The lower St. Croix Riverway is ecolog- 
ically significant for many reasons. A 
mosaic of biological communities occurs 
along the riverway, including southern 
hardwood forests, oak savannahs, and 
lowland forests. Moreover, the riverway 
provides an edge zone where land meets 
water, which creates diverse habitats for 
special habitats are rare or unique in this 
region: bedrock outcrops, oak savannahs, 
and floodplain islands harbor their own 
special plant associations and wildlife 
populations. With its variety of habitats, 
soil types, and landforms, the riverway is 
considered to be a hot spot from a biodi- 
versity standpoint, supporting a rich fauna 
and flora population. 


In general, vegetation communities in the 
lower riverway consist primarily of north- 
ern hardwood and river floodplain forest, 
with south and southwestern facing slopes 
in the lower reaches covered by grasslands 
typified by sand, basalt bald, and hill 
prairies. Vegetation types include: river 
floodplain (river bottom forest), dry oak 
forest (Wisconsin bluffs), mesic oak forest, 
maple-basswood forest, lowland hardwood 
forest, white pine-hardwood forest, mixed 
emergent marsh, river beach, and to some 
degree oak woodland brushland and bed- 
rock prairie (remnants). Plant community 
distribution along the riverway is governed 
by a variety of considerations, such as soil 


type, landform, aspect, slope, and moisture. 


For example, lowland hardwood forests 
occur on mineral soils. Lowland communi- 
ties are also strongly influenced by the 
periodicity and duration of flooding as well 
as proximity to the water table. 
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Several aquatic plant communities can be 
distinguished along the lower riverway. 
Algal communities, composed mainly of 
blue-greens, greens, yellow-greens, dia- 
toms, and Cryptophyta are found in both 
standing and moving water. Community 
composition and abundance vary according 
to seasonal changes and local river influ- 
ences. Stagnant or backwater areas are 
more likely to experience “blooms” than 
moving water. 


Little information is available on nonvas- 
cular plants in the riverway. Wetmore 
(1991) studied lichens at 77 sites along the 
entire riverway. He observed that the 
riverway had a diverse lichen flora, with a 
total of 265 identified species. Most of the 
species were found along the whole length 
of the riverway — 10 were found south of 
Taylors Falls, and a number were on the 
basaltic rocks around Taylors Falls. 


Nonnative or exotic plant species are found 
throughout the riverway on lands that have 
been disturbed by human activities and on 
lands populated by seeds from lands 
adjacent to or near the riverway. In 1985 
more than 80 exotic piant species were 
listed for the upper and lower riverway 
(NPS 1985). Some of the more pervasive 
and aggressive exotics found on the lower 
riverwiy include purple loosestrife, spotted 
knapweed, Eurasian watermilfoil, curly 
pondweed, Tartarian honeysuckle, 
buckthorn, and reed canary grass. 


WILDLIFE 


The St. Croix River supports one of the 
most diverse mussel populations in the 
upper Mississippi River system, with 90% 
of the potential mussels species being in 
the area (NPS 1995a). There have been a 








number of surveys for freshwater mussels 
in the St. Croix River. Hornbach (1996) 
reported 40 species of mussels. The density 
and richness of the mussel communities is 
of high density and species richness on the 
lower riverway. The Interstate Park and 
Lakeland sites are found in the two major 
habitats in the lower St. Croix — Interstate 
in the riverine portion and Lakeland in the 
lacustrine portion. Little of the variation in 
mussel density and richness is explained by 
physical habitat parameters. It appears that 
distribution of mussel species in the St. 
Croix. The native mussels have a host-fish 
requirement to complete their life cycle. 


Terrestrial invertebrates have not been well 
studied on the lower riverway, and little 
data exist for most aquatic macroin- 
vertebrates. Common groups of aquatic 
invertebrates known in the lower riverway 
include worms, insects, leeches, snails, 
clams, crayfish, and mussels. In their 
review of studies that have been done in 
the St. Croix River basin from 1966-1991, 
Fago and Hatch (1993) found specimen 
records for 291 species for the lower St. 
Croix River based on a study done 1966— 
75. Most of the specimens were collected 
on the mainstem of the St. Croix, with a 
few on tributaries near their confluence’s 
with the mainstem. Most of the inverte- 
brate specimens collected were insects, 
including mayflies, stoneflies, caddis flies, 
dragonflies, beetles, and true flies. A 
dragonfly species, the St. Croix snaketail 
(Ophiogomphus susbehcha), is of special 
interest: this newly discovered species was 
first found.along the middle reaches of the 
St. Croix in 1989. 


Boyle et al. (1992) observed significantly 
reduced densities and taxa richness of 
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invertebrates from below the dam to the 
confluence with the Apple River. Fluctu- 
ating flows from power-peaking activities 
at the dam may be influencing invertebrate 
communities. Similar effects were found 
downstream of the Osceola wastewater 
treatment plant outfall. Downstream 
declines in macroinvertebrate species 
richness were also reported by Montz et al. 
(1991 as cited in NPS 1997a). 


Fifty-two mammals have been observed in 
the lower riverway. There is very little 
baseline information on the distribution 
and abundance of mammals within the 
lower riverway; most data are limited to 
fur bearers and game species. Many 
mammals may use the riverway as a travel 
corridor, moving north and south. Habitat 
fragmentation as a result of residential 
development has likely reduced the use of 
the riverway as a travel corridor for some 
mammals, especially sensitive species such 
as gray wolf (Canis lupus), mountain lion 
(Felis soncolor) and bobcat, which are 
now rarely see. n the riverway. The white- 
tailed deer (Odocoileus virginanus) is the 
big game animal most likely to be seen by 
river travelers. The riverway is surrounded 
by good to excellent deer habitat. Other 
mammals likely to be seen by the average 
river traveler in and near the water include 
mink (Mustela vison), weasel (Mustela 
sp.), striped skunk (Mephitus mephitus), 
river otter (Lutra canadensis), muskrat 
(Ondatra zibethicus), beaver (Castor 
canadensis), woodchuck (Marmota 
monax), and raccoon (Procyon lotor). 
Smaller mammals in the area include gray 
and red squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis and 
Tamiasciurus hudsonicus), masked shrew 
(Sorex cinereus), short-tailed shrew 
(Blarina brevicauda), eastern mole 
(Scalopus aquaticus), little brown myotis 
(Myotis lucifugus), big brown bat 














(Eptesicus fuscus), deer mouse 
(Peromyscus maniculatus), and meadow 
vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus). The mice 
and voles prefer the plains and meadows, 
while the shrews and moles prefer wetter 
areas bordering the river. 

The lower riverway also supports a diverse 
population of upland and water birds. At 
least 133 species are known to breed 
within the lower riverway. Birds that river 
travelers would most likely see include 
song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), 
American crow (Corvus brachyrhinchos), 
common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), 
great-crested flycatcher (Myiarchus 
crinitus), house wren (Troglodytes aedon), 
eastern phoebe (Sayornis phoebe), white- 
breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), tree 
swallow (Iridoprocne bicolor), blue jay 
(Cyanocitta cristata), and northern rough- 
winged swallow (Stelgidopteryx ruficollis). 
Birds commonly seen in the winter include 
black-capped chickadee (Poecile 
atricapillus), downy and hairy woodpecker 
(Picoides pubescens and Picoides villosus), 
and purple finch (Carpodacus purpureu:). 
Raptor species present, at least seasonally, 
along the lower riverway include: osprey 
(Pandion haliaetus), red-tailed hawk 
(Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered hawk 
(Buteo lineatus), broad-winged hawk 
(Buteo platypterus), sharp-shinned hawk 
(Accipter striatus), American kestrel 
(Falco sparverius) and bald eagle. Upland 
game bird species most frequently seen in 
the area are ruffed grouse (Bonasa 
umbellus), American woodcock (Scolopax 
minor), and wild turkey (Meleagris 
gallopavo), which was recently 
reintroduced in Polk County. 


The St. Croix Riverway is considered to be 
productive for wood ducks (Aix sponsa) 
and mallard (Anus platyrhynchos). Hooded 
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mergansers (Lophodytes cucullatus) also 
nest along the riverway, and use by Canada 
geese (Branta canadensis) is increasing. 
Waterfowl that are iikely to be seen 
include mallard, blue-winged teal (Anas 
discors), common and red-breasted 
merganser (Mergus merganser and Mergus 
serrator), ring-necked duck, wood duck, 
and Canada goose. 


The north-south orientation of the St. 
Croix Riv ‘rway attracts and makes it an 
important route for migrating birds (NPS 
1995Sa). It connects the western Great 
Lakes with the Mississippi flyway. Mil- 
lions of birds annually pass along the 
riverway in spring and fall migrations. The 
riverway provides important nesting and 
breeding habitat for bald eagles and other 
resident and seasonal birds. 


Generally, there are very little data on 
reptiles and amphibians from the St. Croix 
River. In 1993-1995 a reptile and amphib- 
ian survey conducted by the U. S. Forest 
Service (Deahn Donner Wright) found 
seven species of reptiles (turtles), four 
herptofauna species (salamander/ newts), 
seven species of amphibians (toad/frog) 
and four species of lizard/snak.s. 


The variety of aquatic habitats in the 
riverway supports both warm and cold 
water (only in tributary streams in the 
lower riverway) fisheries, including both 
small and large stream species. Fish fauna 
in the lower riverway may be strongly 
influenced by fish movement to and from 
the Mississippi River. There are also 
significant differences in the fish species in 
the upper and lower riverway. Fago and 
Hatch (1993) listed 22 species in the lower 
mainstem that were not in the upper main- 
stem and 18 species in the upper mainstem 
that were not in the lower mainstem. The 





dam at Taylors Falls/St. Croix Falls is 
likely a major cause of this variation, 
preventing fish movement from one seg- 
ment of the river to another, possibly keep- 
ing some species from former spawning 
grounds, and impacting freshwater iussel 
communities. 


Historically, 83 fish species have been re- 
ported from the lower St. Croix mainstem. 
Of these, 15 species have not been ob- 
served since 1975 — shovelnose sturgeon 
(Scaphirhynachus piatorynchus), goldeye 
(Hiodon alosoides), skipjack herring 
(Alosa chrysochloris), pallid shiner 
(Notropis amnis), river shiner (N. 
blennius), bigmouth shiner (N. dorsalis), 
weed shiner (N. texanus), longnose dace 
(Rhinichthys cataractae), yellow bullhead 
(Ameiurus natalis), brown bullhead (A. 
nebulosus), stonecat (Noturus flavus), 
tadpole madtom (N. gyrinus), banded 
killifish (Fundulus diaphanus), mud darter 
(Etheostoma asprigene), and least darter 
(E. microperca). For the lower St. Croix 
basin, 103 species have been historically 
reported, although the number of species 
dropped to 95 since 1975. 


There are also a few known exotic species 
in the lower riverway. One species of 
particular concern is the zebra mussel. 
With the introduction of the exotic zebra 
mussel into the Great Lakes and subse- 
quently within the Upper Mississippi River 
in the early 1990s, this invasive species 
poses a serious threat to the biological and 
recreational resources of the riverway. The 
primary mode of zebra mussel dispersal is 
through boat movement from infested 
concern is the potential impact on native 
mussels. As well, zebra mussels pose a 
serious threat to the commercial and 
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Eight zebra mussel sightings have been 
reported for the lower St. Croix from 1994 
-—1996 (Hombach 1996). In July 1997, 
juvenile zebra mussels were found on a 
monitoring device in the St. Croix River. 
They were 53 miles north of the Missis- 
sippi River/St. Croix River confluence. A 
further search of the river substrate, native 
mussels, docks, boats, and dam breakwall 
was conducted, but no additional zebra 
mussels were found (NPS 1997b). There 
are no known breeding populations within 
the riverway. 


Also, the non-native rusty crayfish has 
been detected in the riverway, but range, 
There has been little monitoring of habitats 
and changes in habitat that could poten- 
tially affect the biological communities 
they support (NPS 1997a). It has been 
documented as displacing native crayfish 
and presents a threat to biological diversity 
in the watershed (NPS 1995b). 


Several fish species have been introduced 
in the lower St. Croix River, including the 
common carp (Cyprinus carpio), rainbow 
trout, and brown trout. 


THREATENED AND ENDANGERED 
SPECIES 


The lower St. Croix River serves as a ref- 
uge for a number of species that are threat- 
ened, endangered, or of special concern. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identi- 
fied four endangered and one threatened 
species that are federally protected in the 
counties of the lower riverway. Likewise, 
the Minnesota and Wisconsin Departments 
of Natural Resources also maintain lists of 
threatened and endangered species in their 
states. Table 23 lists federal and state listed 





threatened and endangered species that 
have been recorded in the lower riverway. 


Native mussels are the most rapidly declin- 
ing faunal species in the U.S. The St. Croix 
River has one of the richest freshwater 
mussel communities in the world (Troel- 
stup and Foley 1993) and serves as a major 
refuge for both globally and regionally 
endangered mussel species. Two mussel 
species, the winged mapieleaf and Higgins’ 
eye, are listed as federally endangered 
species. The only known population of the 
winged mapleleaf mussel is found in the 
St. Croix River, just downstream of Inter- 
state Park. Hornbach et al. (1996) found 
that this species was found in areas of 
highest mussel density and richness. The 
Higgins’ eye is found in the St. Croix from 
interstate Park to the confluence with the 
Mississippi River; a significant concentra- 
tion exists at the Hudson Narrows. In 
addition to the two federally listed mussel 
| species, there are 15 other species of mus- 
sels that are state listed as either threatened 
or endangered. For many of the listed 
species the St. Croix River supports the 
most important surviving populations of 
the species in Minnesota and Wisconsin. 


The federally endangered American pere- 
grine falcon nests on the smokestack at the 
Allen S. King power plant in Bayport. 
They have been nesting there since at least 
1990. The riverway serves as important 
bald eagle habitat. The federally threatened 
bald eagle commonly nests in the tall trees 
scattered along the lower St. Croix River. 
Most of these eagles migrate in the winter, 
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although some overwinter where there is 
open water. There are no current or histori- 
cal records for federally endangered Karner 
Blue Butterfly within the lower riverway. 
In 1983 this butterfly was recorded within 
1 mile of the riverway boundary just north 
of Hudson. This species is associated with 
pine barrens and oak savannas that support 
wild lupine (Lupinus perennis), the butter- 
fly’s host species. In addition to the listed 
species, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and both state departments of natural 
resources maintain lists of species of 
concem. 


Further information is needed on these 
species to determine if it is appropriate to 
consider them for addition to the federal 
and state lists of endangered and threatened 
species. The Fish and Wildlife Service 
identified 17 animal and 5 plant species of 
concer as possibly being within the 
riverway; the Wisconsin DNR has identi- 
fied 18 animal and 17 plant species of 
concern; and the Minnesota DNR has 
identified 22 animal and $ plant species of 
concem. 


Additionally, in Wisconsin, high quality 
natural ommunities have been identified 
for provection along the lower riverway. 
The Minnesota County Biological Survey 
has identified natural and rare species areas 
having highest priority for protection along 
the lower riverway that are within/ border- 
ing the riverway boundary in Minnesota. 
See appendix E for the lists of species of 
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HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 


The complex history of the St. Croix River 
iS a story of human interaction with and 
exploitation of a rich and diverse riverine 
environment. As a natural passage between 
the Great Lakes and the Mississippi Valley, 
the river has for centuries facilitated 
exploration and commerce, migration and 
conflict. The valley’s natural resource 
wealth has drawn numerous cultures — 
Native American, European, and Euro- 
American — to use, and often exploit, the 
landscape for furs, timber, and water power. 
Even now the St. Croix’ S water quality, 


Native American cultures have occupied the 
lands along the St. Croix River for 
thousands of years. Archeological sites in 
the riverway have yielded evidence of 
diverse hunting and gathering cultures that 
span the archaic, woodland, and Mississip- 
pian periods. The artifacts unearthed in 
these sites include lithic points and tools, 
pottery shards, and copper beads and 
jeweiry. Many of these sites appear to have 
been only temporary campsites; others, 
however, were permanent settlements. The 
archeological evidence describes a gradual 
economic and cultural evolution from strict- 
ly hunting and gathering to the development 
of subsistence agriculture, although hunting 
and gathering remained important parts of 
Native American economies. 


By the mid-17th century, the Dakota tribe 
had established control over the St. Croix. 
They came into conflict with Chippewa, or 
Ojibwa, who had moved West, attracted in 
part by the area’s furbearing animals. The 
resulting clashes over hunting grounds 
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resulted in sporadic conflict between the 
Dakota, their allies the Fox, and Chippewa, 
for the next 175 years. 


Competition for furs largely defined the 
region’s economy for almost two centuries, 
and created the initial incentive for Euro- 
peans to explore the St. Croix. The first 
verified European incursion in the St. Croix 
occurred in 1679, when Daniel Greysolon, 
the Sieur du Luth, canoed upstream on the 
Brule River, a small stream that flows into 
the southwestem portion of Lake Superior. 
From the upper reaches of the Brule, du 
Luth traversed a short portage to the head- 
waters of the St. Croix. He then descended 
the river and attempted to mediate a settle- 
ment between the Dakotas and the Chip- 
pewa. French explorers continued to use the 
St. Croix as the gateway between the Great 
Lakes and the Mississippi River. 


Over the next century, French voyageurs 
regularly paddled the waters of the St. 
Croix, forging relations with the valley 
tribes and trading European goods for furs. 
Even after France’s defeat in the French and 
Indian War in 1763, French-Canadian 
traders maintained their commercial con- 
tacts in the St. Croix Valiey. The fur trade 
remained a vital part of life along the St. 
Croix in the first decades of the 19th century 
as powerful rival fur companies from 
Canada competed to monopolize the traffic 
in furs harvested by the valley’s native 
inhabitants. The Northwest Company, the 
XY Company, and the Hudson’s Bay 
Company all staked claims in the St. Croix 
Valley. These British companies relied 
heavily on French contacts who had earlier 
formed familial and diplomatic relationships 
with the Chippewas. 








sissippi River and the St. Croix had begun 
soon after the turn of the 19th century. 
Lieutenant Zebulon Pike explored the 
headwaters of the Mississippi in 1805 and 
also negotiated treaties with the Dakotas to 
mouth of the St. Croix for future military 
installations. In 1820, the United States 
Army began construction of Fort Snelling at 
the confluence of the Mississippi and 
secured a foothold for other Americans who 
moved into the area to compete with British 
and Canadian fur traders. Kenneth 
McKenzie of the Columbia Fur Company 
established a post in 1819 near what is now 
Taylors Falls, Minnesota. The powerful 
American Fur Company absorbed McKen- 
zie’s firm in 1827 and expanded its reach 
into the upper reaches of the St. Croix River 
once controlled by the Northwest Company. 


With the establishment of the Wisconsin 
territory in 1836, exploratory expeditions 
alerted Americans to the immense potential 
of the St. Croix’s white pine forests. The 
1837 treaty with the Chippewas opened the 
door to legal settlement in the valley. 
Entrepreneurs, many of whom were 
experienced lumbermen from established 
timber regions in New England, began 

in the St. Croix valley. 


By the 1840s numerous small communities 
like Marine on St. Croix, Stillwater, Taylors 
Falls, St. Croix Falls, and Hudson had 
sprung up around lumber mills on both 
sides of the river. In little more than a 
decade, mills on the St. Croix were cutting 
millions of board feet of logs. Logging 
camps were rafting logs in such quantities 
that the river was frequently jammed for 
weeks at a time, damming the river and 
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halting navigation on its lower reaches from 
the Dalles to the confluence with the 
Mississippi. In 1883 a colossal logjam at the 
Dalles stopped the flow of water for 57 
days. Ironically, the rush to exploit the great 
white pine forests often threatened to 
destroy the river’s commercial navigation. 
Throughout the second half of the 19th 
century, the St. Croix served as one of 
nation’s major arteries for the transport of 
cut timber. 


Because of its enormous resources, the St. 
Croix valley played an important part in 
the post-Civil War urbanization of the 
West. Many Midwestern cities used the 
valley as a valuable hinterland, exhausting 
the St. Croix’s vast, old-growth timber 
reserves to fabricate cheap, high-quality 


products put increasing pressure on the St. 
Croix’s timber resources. In 1850 observ- 


ers had predicted that the valley’s forest 
reserves would last 50 years. By the turn of 
the century, they were proved correct, as 
residents began to anticipate the “total 
annihilation of [the] lumber business.” 
Although the last log run through the 
Stillwater Boom was not made until 1914, 
most of the seemingly endless stands of 
white pine had long been reduced to vast 
wastelands of stumps. 


While the St. Croix’s fur and timber 
resources were depleted, the river continued 
to serve as a significant natural resource in 
its own right for recreational and utilitarian 
uses. As early as the 1850s, the river was 
recognized for high-quality recreational 
hunting and fishing. Soon after the end of 
the logging era, utility companies con- 
structed dams to generate hydroelectric 
power. The river’s limited navigation and 











combined to maintain the river’s high water 
quality. The St. Croix retained its integrity 
as a recreational resource even as dozens of 
the nation’s rivers were virtually destroyed 
by urban and industrial waste. 


Congress passed the National Scenic and 
Wild Rivers Act to preserve rivers remark- 
able for their scenic, recreational, and primi- 
tive qualities. The St. Croix’s remarkable 
features led to its inclusion as one of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers bill. In 1968 the 
upper St. Croix National Scenic Riverway 
was placed under the jurisdiction of the 
National Park Service. 


The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act originally 
excluded the lower St. Croix River. Some 
recreationists and property owners along the 
St. Croix feared such a designation’s impact 
on their property rights and ability to use the 
rivers. However, many others saw unre- 
strained development as a greater threat to 
the riverway than increased federal involve- 
ment. Years of study and political debate 
over the lower river’s future led to its desig- 
nation as a Wild and Scenic River on Octo- 
ber 25, 1972. A portion of the lower St. 
Croix is under the jurisdiction of the 
National Park Service; the remainder is 
under the control of Minnesota and Wiscon- 
sin. The lower St. Croix has emerged as a 
working example of a “partnership park.” 
Federal and state officials continue to work 
together to ensure the long-term protection 
of this valuable resource. 


PHYSICAL RESOURCES 


Previous cultural resource work for the St. 
Croix National Scenic Riverway includes 
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Cultural Resources 


surveys were conducted from 1976-79, 
1981-84, and 1992-94. In 1976 the 
Wisconsin and Minnesota Historical 
Societies, under contract to the National 
Park Service, conducted surveys for 
boundary for potential nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places. One 
property was identified and subsequently 
purchased by the riverway. Other prop- 
erties were identified but not purchased by 
the federal government. An administrative 
history for the riverway, completed in 
1994, documents the historical context of 
the riverway’s creation and past manage- 
ment. The NPS Midwest Regional Office 
is continuing work on the list of classified 
structures, the historic resource study, and 
the cultural landscape inventory for the 
riverway. 


HISTORIC STRUCTURES 


No structures owned by the National Parks 
Service are known to be eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 
The 1976 surveys provided baseline infor- 
mation. The Wisconsin survey identified 
one bridge in the Lower St. Croix that met 
eligibility criteria, the Soo Line Railroad 
Bridge. It was listed on the National Reg- 
ister and remains in private ownership. 
erties of historic in.erest that also remain in 
private ownership. The Minnesota survey 
identified 17 potentially eligible properties. 
The Park Service purchased one of those 
structures, the Foster summer residence. 
Unfortunately after years of restoration 
work , fire destroyed the house in 1986. 
Arson was the suspected cause. 


Since then all structures acquired by the 
riverway have been reviewed for historic 








value by Park Service staff and regional 
specialists and submitted to the state 
historic preservatio. offices for consulta- 
tion when appropriate, before any actions 
have been taken. None have been found 
and list of classified structures are com- 
pleted, they will help determine if any 
remaining structures are potentially 
eligible. 


Outside the Park Service jurisdiction, many 
historic structures remain within the Lower 
Riverway. This includes historic districts 
as well as individual properties, which are 
important resources that add to riverway’s 
character (see appendix F). 


ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


The archeological surveys conducted be- 
tween 1976 and 1979 for the upper/ 
original St. Croix National Scenic River- 
way identified 217 sites on the riverway. 
These surveys designated 22 of these sites 
as endangered and in need of further evalu- 
ation. The NPS Midwest Archeological 
Center (MWAC) began a three-year testing 
program in 1981 to evaluate the signifi- 
cance and condition of these 22 sites. None 
of these endangered resources were along 
the lower St. Croix, however. In 1992 
MWAC began the first a: aeological sur- 
vey of the lower St. Croix. This effort, 
which concluded in 1994, identified an 
additional 66 sites in the riverway. Some of 
these sites are considered significant and 
potentially eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 


Subsequent compliance surveys have 
identified additional sites. The Midwest 
Archeological Center now lists 326 
archeological sites in the riverway in its 





archeological sites management infor- 
mation system. 


Some archeological sites in the lower 
riverway are listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places. These include the St. 
Croix River Access Site (21 WA 49) in 
Interstate State Park in Washington 
County, Minnesota; the Dalles Bluff Site, 
in Polk County, Wisconsin; and rock art 
Sites in Washington and Chisago Counties, 
Minnesota. 


CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 


The St. Croix Valley clearly exhibits the 
effects of human habitation and alteration 
of the riverine environment. Some settings 
within the riverway may be determined to 
be important illustrations of the cultural 
impacts on the riverway. The National 
Park Service is required to identify and 
protect significant historic or cultural 
landscapes under its jurisdiction. 


The NPS Midwest Regional Office has 
begun work on a cultural landscape in- 
ventory. This inventory will identify the 
significant cultural or historic landscapes 
that are owned by the National Park 
Service. These landscapes may include 
logging sites, recreational areas, and river 
towns and communities. The character of 
adjoining properties will be documented to 
determine significance and integrity. 


This inventory, like the List of Classified 
Structures, will in part depend on the 
historic resource study to establish the 
appropriate historical context for the 
evaluation of landscape significance. 
Again, the historic resource study may not 
be completed before the cultural landscape 
inventory. 











ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES 


Ethnographic resources can encompass any 
of the numerous cultural or natural 
resources managed by the National Park 
Service, including traditional cultural 
properties. Among the more common 
ethnographic resources are sacred and 
traditional use sites, traditional properties, 
ceremonial sites and areas, and sites and 
features from the prehistoric or historic 
periods. Other cultural resources, including 
buildings, structures, and archeological 
sites, may also constitute ethnographic 
resources. 


Less obvious resources, such as vegetation, 
wetlands, wildlife, waterways, landscapes, 
and other natural features, may also qualify 
as ethnographic resources. Determinations 
of their status as ethnographic resources 

will be made on research and consultation 
with the affected groups. These resources 





Cultural Resources 


will then be assigned traditional legendary, 
religious, subsistence, or other significance 
in the cultural system or group traditionally 
associated with them. 


As part of the overall effort to identify and 
inventory significant ethnographic 
resources in the riverway, the National 
Park Service will work with the affected 
bands of the Chippewa Indian Nation and 
the Minnesota and Wisconsin State 
identify and protect archeological and 
historic sites as well as cultural landscapes 
that have significant associations for the 
area’s traditional cultures. 


Appendix F contains an inventory of sites 
within or immediately adjacent to the 
riverway that are listed or are eligible for 
listing on the national register. 








SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 


REGIONAL SETTING AND LAND 
USE CHARACTERISTICS 


The five-county region bordering the 
riverway is comprised of Chisago and 
Washington Counties in Minnesota, and 
Polk, St. Croix, and Pierce Counties in 
Wisconsin. From Taylors Falls south to the 
Mississippi River, the region surrounding 
the riverway becomes more and more 
developed. Increasing frequency of human- 
made structures and other non-natural 

the St. Croix River. Several larger towns 
are found along the banks of the river, 
including Osceola, North Hudson, Hudson, 
and Prescott in Wisconsin, and Marine-on- 
St. Croix, Stillwater, and Afton in Minne- 
sota. All of the lower riverway is within a 
one-half to 1-hour drive of the Minneapolis 
and St. Paul Metropolitan region. Rela- 
tively easy access to the riverway is within 
the reach of more than 2.5 million people. 


The national scenic riverway is a primary 
feature of the region. Adjacent to its length 
are a few state parks. These public lands 
and the access they provide are a popular 
recreational resource for the people of 
Minnesota and Wisconsin. The recreational 
resources of these counties serves as the 
basis of a local tourism industry. As with 
most tourism it is highly seasonal in nature 
dependent on the weather even in the sum- 
mer season. 


The five-county region is less developed 
than the nearby urbanized and industri- 
alized Minneapolis-St. Paul area. The 
juxtaposition of rural-urban, open space- 
developed land, and leisure attraction-work 
place provides a large part of the area’s 
recreational appeal and sets the stage for 
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large numbers of visitors to become temp- 
orary outdoor recreation users of the area. 


SERVICES 


All necessary services are found within the 
region surrounding the scenic riverway. 
iemante. Gadluidine Giiade des ners 
with the highest concentration and greatest 
variety of services being found in the 
Along the river, services are concentrated 
in the nearby towns. The quantity and 
quality of services depend on the 
population of the town and surrounding 


POPULATION 


Populations of the states of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin, the five-county region sur- 
rounding the Lower St. Croix National 
Scenic River, as well as the Minneapolis- 
St. Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area and 
entire country are presented in table 24. As 
shown in the table, the years from 1980 to 


1995 were ones of population growth for 


Population growth in the five counties has 
varied from 1980 to 1995. Washington 
County grew by more than 73% while 
Pierce County grew at a rate of only 
10.7%. All five counties experienced 
growth rates that were greater than the 
respective state averages. During this 15- 
year period, only Polk and Pierce Counties 
grew at rates that were lower than the 
national average of 15.7%. 
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ECONOMY for Washington County were consistently 
above the national average and the Minne- 
All five coun‘ies have services and state sota state average. In 1995 St. Croix Coun- 
and local government among their top ty’s per capita income was higher than both 
three industries in terms of earnings (see the state and national averages. Minne- 
table 25). Manufacturing and retail trade sota’s 1995 average per-capita income was 
are also important within the region. 103.2% of the national average while Wis- 
Compared io the Minneapolis-St. Paul consin’s was only 96.1% of the national 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, the five average. 
county region has a relatively small 
economy as measured by earnings. This is Tne states of Minnesota and Wisconsin 
to be expected given the relative popula- both experienced unemployment rates and 
tion difference between the two areas. poverty rates that were below national 
averages (see tabie 27). Unemployment 
Average county per-capita incomes for and poverty are less of a problem in St. 
Chisago, Polk, and Pierce Counties were Croix and Washington counties, than in the 
consistently below the national average and other three. The five counties present a 
the respective state averages (see table 26). varied picture when comparisons to state 
The average county per-capita incomes and national data are made. 


TABLE 24: LOWER ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY 
POPULATION DATA AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE FOR SELECTED YEARS 















































Population 
State/County/ 1980 1990 1995 % change 
Other 1980 to 1995 
Minnesota 4,085,017 4,387,209 4,614,613 12.96% 
25,819 30,723 37,014 43.36% 
Washington 114,207 147,040 197,824 73.22% 
Wisconsin 4,712,045 4,902,197 5,122,100 8.70% 
Polk 32,561 34,887 37,288 14.52% 
St. Croix 43,522 50,491 54,836 26.00% 
Pierce 31,251 32,805 34,607 10.74% 
MSA* 2,206,545 2,548,262 2,730,060 23.73% 
United States 227,224,719 249,397,990 262,889,634 15.70% 























* Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area consists of the following counties: in Minnesota; Anoka, 
Carver, Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, Ramsey, Scott, Washington, and Wright; and in Wisconsin; St. Croix, and 
Pierce. 


Seurce: Regional Economic Information System 1969-95, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Economics and Statistics 
Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, August 1997. 
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TABLE 25: St. CRO NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWA 
Tor THREE INDUSTRIES IN 1995 IN TERMS OF EARNINGS 





















































Primary Economic Sectors in Terms of Earnings in 1995 
State/County Industry and Industry and Percent | Industry and Percent of Total Earnings 
Percent of Total of Total Earnings Total Earnings (Thousands of $) 
Earnings 
Minnesota Services (26.0%) | Durable Goods State and Local $82,301,748 
Government (11.4%) 
(12.9%) 
Chisago Services (26.5%) | State and Local Durable Goods $297,023 
Government (14.6%) | Manufacturing (13.5%) 
Washington | Services (20.0%) | Durable Goods State and Local $1,713,964 
Government (15.0%) 
(18.5%) 
Wisconsin Services (22.6%) | Durable Goods State and Local $80,827,045 
Mg pufacturing Government (12.0%) 
(18.0%) 
Polk Services (20.1%) | Durable Goods State and Local $328,820 
Government (15.0%) 
(17.0%) 
St. Croix Durable Goods Services (20.5%) State and Local $628,346 
Manufacturing Government (1 1.9%) 
(22.4%) 
Pierce State and Local Services (17.3%) Retail Trade (9.2%) $254,693 
Government 
(32.8%) 
MSA * Services (26.6%) | Durable Goods State and Local $58,689,762 
1 Government (10.0%) 
(13.1%) 





* Mir \eapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area consists of the following counties: in Minnesota; Anoka, Carver, 


Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, Ramsey, Scott, Washington, and Wright; and in Wisconsin; St. Croix. 


Source: Regional Economic Information System 1969-95, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Economics and Statistics 
Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, August 1997. 
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TABLE 26: Lower St. Croix NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY 
Per Caprra INCOME FOR SELECTED YEARS 















































Per Capita Income 
State/County/ 1980 1990 1995 
Other 
Minnesota $10,146 $19,373 
Chisago $9,120 £15,931 $19,355 
Wisconsin $9,879 $17,721 
Polk $8,329 $14,074 $17,702 
St. Croix $9,802 $18,749 $23,629 
Pierce $9,030 $15,729 $19,638 
MSA® $11,625 "$22,117 36 | 
|_ United States $10,030 $19,142 $23,196 











Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area consists of the following counties: in Minnesota: 
Anoka, Carver, Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, Ramsey, Seem, Westingien, en: Whlght; ans & 


Wisconsin; St. Croix. 


Seurce: Regional Economic Information System 1969-95, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Economics and 
Statistics Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, August 1997. 


Transportation/Access throughout the watershed provide 
immediate access to the national scenic 
The Lower St. Croix National Scenic River riverway for recreational users. 


is accessible by a well-developed federal, 
state, and local highway and road system. 
Interstates 35 and 94 bring travelers from 
the east and west, and north and south, 


respectively, to the Minneapolis-St. Paul 


region. U.S. Routes 8, 10, 12, and Minne- 


sota Routes 96 and 97 are the other pri- 


All of the scenic river is within a ‘2 to 1- 
hour drive time of the Minneapolis-St. 
Paul metropolitan area. The development 
of modern highways, the creation of 
flexible work schedules and three-day 


weekends, people’s higher disposable 


mary east-west rovtes through the Lower 
St. Croix River region. U.S. Routes 61 and 
63, and Minnesota Routes 35 and 95, and 
Wisconsin Route 65 also provide north- 
south access tc the area. Many local roads 


incomes, and an increased desire of people 
to get away from it all, even for short 
periods of time, have all combined to place 
the Lower St. Croix National Scenic River 
within easy reach of more than 2.5 million 
people. 
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TABLE 27: Lower St. Crom NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY 
UNEMPLOYMENT AND POVERTY (1990 AND 1994) 


















































Percentage of | Percentage of Labor Percentage of Percentage of 

State/County Labor Force | Force Unemployed | Population Below the | Population Below the 

or - 2 (1994) Poverty Level (1990) | Poverty Level (1994) 
Minnesota 5.1% 4.0% 10.2% 10.8% 
Chisago 7.0% 5.5% 7.8% 8.1% 
_ Washington 3.9% 3.0% 44% 4.8% 
Wisconsin 5.2% 4.7% 10.7% 10.9% 
Polk 6.7% 5.3% 11.8% 11.8% 
St. Croix 4.1% 3.9% 6.4% 6.0% 
Pierce 5.3% 4.2% 10.4% 8.1% 
MSA * 4.6% NA 8.1% NA 
United States 6.4% 6.1% 13.1% 15.1% 














Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area consists of the following counties: in Minnesota; Anoka, Carver, Chisago, 
Dakote, Hennepin, Isanti, Ramsey, Scott, Washington, and Wright; and in Wisconsin; St. Croix, and Pierce. 


Seurce: Census of Population and Housing, !990: Summary Tape File 3 on CD-ROM (Minnesota and Wisconsin) [machine- 
readable data files} / prepared by the Bureau of the Census. Washington: The Bureau [producer and distributor}, 1992; and 


U.S. Census Bureau; “Estimated Number and Percent People of All Ages in Poverty by State: US 1993;” published January 


1998; <hitp//www. 
Profile;” 1996;<http://www.census.gov/stab/USA96/ / ..xt> 


Tourism 


Tourism is an important economic factor in 
the St. Croix Valley. The historic character 
of many of the valley’s communities, as 
well as the scenic character of the valley 
itself, has been emphasized by organiza- 
tions promoting the valley as a regional 
tourist destination. The majority of tourism 
visits arrive in the valley by car and visit 
such destinations as downtown Stillwater, 
Hudson, Prescott, Marine on St. Croix, 
Osceola. and Taylors Falls/St. Croix Falls. 
Many summer tourism visits, however, 
arrive by boat from the Mississippi; 
vacationing boaters from places like La 
Crosse and even such distant places as the 
Quad Cities and St. 
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, and U.S. Census Bureau; “USA Counties 1996, General 


Louis are attracted to the riverway’s 


Land Values 


There are about 3,000 private landowners 
within the riverway boundary and many 
more in close proximity to the river. The 
valley’s scenic character and its recreational 
values make it attractive for up-scale 

Croix Valley a status address for many of 
the Twin Cities wealthiest residents. 
Residential land values are high and have 
continued to climb throughout the last 25 


years. 





LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT 


OWNERSHIP 


The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
limits the total acreage within the riverway 
boundary to an average of no more than 
320 acres of land per linear mile on both 
sides of the river (outside the river’s ordi- 
nary high water mark). The riverway is 52 
miles long and the boundary averages “% 
mile in width on each side of the river. 
Lands such as riverbeds and islands that lie 
between the river’s ordinary high water 
mark on each side of the river are not 
included in the total acreage. Therefore, the 
total approximate acreage of the riverway 
is 25,346 acres. 


While most of the land within the riverway 
boundary is in private ownership, there are 
also significant holdings by federal, state, 

and local governments. In addition, there 

are many parcels of land where federal or 

state agencies have purchased something 

less than fee title. 


Federal Ownership 


The Lower St. Croix Act limits National 
Park Service land acquisition activities to 
the 27 miles of river north of the north 
limits of Stillwater. In this area, the Park 
Service has acquired fee title to some land 
as well as less-than-fee-title (scenic ease- 
ments and riverfront easements) to other 
parcels. The National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act limits federal fee title acquisi- 
tion to an average of 100 acres per river 
mile outside the ordinary high water 
marks, which in the case of the Lower St. 
Croix translates to 2,700 acres. As pro- 
vided for in federal law, eight sellers 
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reserved a right of use and occupancy 
when they sold their property to the Park 
Service; these reservations are either for a 
fixed period or a life estate. Two of those 
reservations have expired and the last of 
the remaining six will expire in 2019. 
Within the ordinary high water marks north 
of Stillwater there are 2,610 acres of land 
that the Park Service can legally acquire; 
2,003 acres have been acquired and 607 
acres remain to be acquired. 


Remaining lands north of Stillwater could 
be acquired by the Park Service in fee 
either through donation or willing selle . 
Scenic easements, which place limits «a 
future private development, have beca 
acquired on 3,102 acres. Riverfront ease- 
ments are more restrictive and essentially 
prohibit development; they have been 
acquired by the Park Service on 393 acres. 
In both cases, these lands remain in private 
ownership and remain on the tax rolls. 


the river and some potential scenic ease- 
goals in the land acquisition plan have 
been met. 


State Ownership 


State ownership is far more limited than 
NPS ownership in the river valley. The 
states have acquired land within the five 
state parks along the river, as well as with- 
in Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources’ St. Croix Islands Wildlife Area. 
There are some additional parcels of state 
ownership, most of them smail. They 
include some highway waysides and a 











Minnesota DNR-owned public water 
access site. 


The 1976 Master Plan envisioned exten- 
sive state acquisition of scenic easements 
on rural private lands south of Stillwater as 
a backup to land use controls. Because land 
values are very high along the river, those 
scenic easements proved very expensive 
programs in favor of land use controls. 
State scenic easements were purchased on 
only a few hundred acres, primarily in the 
Parks. 


Local Government Ownership 


Many of the communities along the river 
own public parkland along the river, 
although these parcels are often fairly 
Park, which is owned by the city of 
Stillwater even though it is !ocated in St. 
Croix County, Wis.; Lowell Park in 
Stillwater, Lakeside Park in Bayport; Ferry 
Landing Park in North Hudson; Lakefront 
Park in Hudson; public swimming beaches 
in Lakeland and Lake St. Croix Beach, and 
Steamboat Park in Afton. Larger holdings 
include Point Douglas County Park oppo- 
site Prescott, which is owned and managed 
by Washington County, and St. Croix 
Bluffs Regional Park in southern Washing- 
ton County. St. Croix Bluffs was acquired 
by Washington County in 1997; it had 
previously been a private recreation area 
for employees of a Twin Cities-based 
corporation. 





LAND USE MANAGEMENT 


The 1976 Master Plan directed that the 
states develop land use regulations that 
local governments would adopt and 
enforce with state oversight. Guidelines for 
those state regulations were found in an 
appendix to that plan. Both states subse- 
quently adopted state rules and all local 
governments adopted and have continued 
to enforce special zoning ordinances in the 
riverway. Local governments are required 
to notify the state of public hearings on 
zoning issues such as variances and condi- 
tional use permits, as well as adoption or 
amendment of the local riverway ordi- 
nance. Each state has authority to overrule 
a local zoning decision if the state con- 
cludes the decision is inconsistent with 
state rules for protection of the riverway. 


WATER USE MANAGEMENT 


The 1976 Master Plan recommended that 
the states develop water surface use regula- 
tions to control boating activity in busy 
sections of the river. Those state rules were 
subsequently adopted and have been in 
effect since 1977. The Lower St. Croix 
Management Commission d:veloped 
density standards for consideration of 
state rules have been amended several 
times consistent with those guidelines. On- 
water law enforcement is provided by the 
five county sheriff's departments, the two 
Departments of Natural Resources, and the 
National Park Service. 





MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION 


The Lower St. Croix Management Com- 
mission establishes policy for cooperative 
management of the riverway. It consists of 
the two Departments of Natural Resources 
Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission serving as a nonvoting 
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Land and Water Management 


also provides part-time staff services to the 
management commission. Coordination of 
day-to-day field management of the river- 
way is the responsibility of the manage- 
ment commission’s technical committee; 
the same agencies represented on the 
management commission. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The potential environmental effects of the 
five land use/water use management 
altematives on scenic resources, recrea- 
tional use, natural resources, cultural 
resources, socioeconomic resources and 
land and water management are examined 
in this chapter. These effects provide a 


The impacts of the five management 
structure options are presented separately 
at the end of this chapter. The impacts of 
these options are related to land and water 
management and to costs, and are inde- 
pendent of the land use/water use manage- 
ment alternatives. 


Because of the conceptual nature of the 
alternatives, their potential consequences 
can be addressed only in general terms. 
The conclusions presented here are based 
on the review of information provided by 
other agencies and the insights of the 
National Park Service and Minnesota and 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Re- 
sources staff who are familiar with the 
lower riverway. If and when specific 
developments or other actions are proposed 
as a result of this Cooperative Manage- 
ment Plan, the staff of the managing agen- 
cies would determine whether or not more 
detailed environmental documents need to 
be prepared, consistent with provisions of 
the National Environmental Policy Act and 
comparable state laws. 

It is important to note that this analysis 
only applies to actions being proposed by 
the National Prk Service and the Minne- 
sota and Wisconsin Departments of Nat- 


ural Resources. Many other governmental 
organizations and individuals own land 


203 


within the lower riverway boundary and 
take actions that affect the riverway’s 
resources and users. Also, the conse- 
quences of the proposed state guidelines 
for land use and wiiter-based recreational 
use regulations in appendixes A and B are 
not assessed — these proposed guidelines 
would be approved and implemented 
through the states’ separate rule-making 
process. 


Developments and actions are also being 
taken in the watershed, outside the lower 
riverway, which affect the river. The 
National Park Service and the Minnesota 
and Wisconsin Departments of Natural 
Resources have little or no control over 
many of these actions, although they would 
work with businesses, landowners, local 
governments, and others to minimize any 
impacts on the lower riverway. 
Consequently, this environmental impact 
Statement does not assess the impacts of 
other organizations’ actions in or outside 
the riverway, except briefly under the 
“Cumulative Effects” section. 


To focus the discussion of the potential 
consequences of the alternatives, specific 
impact topics were identified. These topics 
were based on the riverway’s outstandingly 
remarkable values, federal laws, regula- 
tions and orders, agency management 
policies, the planning team’s knowledge of 
scarce or easily impacted resources, and 
issues and concerns expressed by the 
public and other agencies during scoping 
(see the issues section in the “Introduction” 
and the “Consultation and Coordination” 
chapters). Other topics were dismissed 
from further consideration. The rationale 
for dropping these topics is discussed 
below. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM 
FURTHER CONSIDERATION 


Under NPS policies and the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations, a num- 
ber of impact topics must be assessed in 
environmental impact statements. How- 
ever, in the case of the Lower St. Croix 
several of these topics are irrelevant and 
can be dismissed. Other topics were dis- 
missed because they were not important for 
the lower riverway, or because the alterna- 
tives would not affect the topics, or the 
alternatives would not have discernible 


impacts on the topics. 
Prime and Unique Agricultural Lands 


As noted in the “Affected Environment,” 
lands within the boundary of the lower 
riverway. However, none of the alterna- 
tives being considered would propose 
developments or other uses that would 
affect these lands. Thus, there is no need to 
assess the impacts of the alternatives on 


Sacred Sites 


There are no known sacred sites in the 
lower riverway. 


Indian Trust Resources 


All of the alternatives recognize the 
Chippewa Indian tribal treaty rights to 
hunt, fish, and gather resources on lands 
along the St. Croix north of Cedar Bend. 
Thus, Indian trust resources would not be 
affected. 


Natural or Depletable Resource 
Requirements and Conservation 
Potential 


Resource extraction activities are ongoing 
in the lower riverway but the alternatives 
are not proposing any such activities. 
Consequently, there is no need to assess 
resource requirements and conservation 
potential. 


Energy Requirements and Conservation 
Potential 


None of the alternatives would encourage a 
substantial increase in energy use or would 
propose new activities or major facilities in 
which energy conservation would need to be 
considered. 


Mussels 


The St. Croix River supports a highly 
diverse mussel population. Potential im- 
pacts to listed mussel species are discussed 
under the “threatened and endangered spe- 
cies” impact topic. Similar types of impacts 
to other mussel species would be expected. 
Management that benefits the federally 
effectively protect mussel communities in 
general because the Higgins eye is found 
throughout the riverway. (However, man- 
agement that specifically benefits the 
winged maple leaf mussel might not benefit 
other mussel species in the rest of the 
riverway, since the winged maple leaf is 
found only in a small area.) A separate 
impact topic for mussels has not been 
included (see the threatened and endangered 
species impact topic). 








Wetlands and Floodplains 


No actions or new developments are being 
proposed by the management agencies in 
any of the alternatives that would 

affect either wetlands or the lower St. 

be permitted in one of the alternatives, but 
the NPS floodplain guidelines — Special 
Directive 93-4 — do not apply to this 
water-dependent development.) In addi- 
tion, both states have regulations that cover 
new developments on floodplains. 


Climate/Air Quality/Physiography/ 
Topography/Geology 


These resources were dismissed as impact 
topics because they would not be affected 
by actions or deveio~ments under any of 
the alternatives. ‘1ne. nate or overall 
physiography or topography of the river- 
way would not be altered. Air quality 
would continue to be monitored for air 

one of the three “outstandingly remarkable 
values” for which the riverway was desig- 
nated. The record shows that the geologic 
resources of greatest interest to Congress at 
the time of designation are the basalt out- 
crops and evidence of the actions of glacial 
meltwater in the Dalles of the St. Croix. 
These features are contained within the two 
state parks in that portion of the riverway 
and will receive the same high level of 
protection under all alternatives. 


Environmental Justice 


Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, 
requires all federal agencies to incorporate 
environmental justice into their missions 
by identifying and addressing dispropor- 
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tionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of their programs 
and policies on minorities and low-income 


For the purpose of fulfilling Executive 
Order 12898, in the context of NEPA, the 
alternatives addressed in this plan were 
assessed during the planning process. It 
was determined that none of these 
alternatives would result in significant 
direct or indirect negative or adverse 
effects on any minority or low-income 


population or community. 
METHODOLOGY 


The impacts on scenic, natural, and 
cultural resources, recreational use, and 
based on existing conditions, current 
regulations, and likely development trends. 
The action alternatives were compared to 
the no action alternative to determine the 
degree of impact. Experience and profes- 
sional judgment also contributed to the 
analysis and evaluation as well as the 
park's purpose, significance, and excep- 
tional resources and values. In some cases, 
a major negative impact on one resource 
may prove to be a positive benefit to 
another. 


The effects were evaluated with the 
following levels of impact in mind: 


¢ Negligible — The impact is so slight as 
to be difficult to measure or perceive, 
and has no :neaningful implications. 

¢ Minor — The impact is small, not 
always obvious, but is detectable and 
measurable. 

¢ Moderate — The impact is readily 


apparent. 
e Major — The impact is severely adverse 
or exceptionally beneficial. 
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IMPACTS OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 


IMPACTS ON SCENIC RESOURCES 


Analysis 

Scenic resources in the riverway are pro- 
tected primarily through land acquisition or 
through regulatory controls on land devel- 
would occur in implementing the preferred 
alternative. The proposed five land man- 
agement categories, compared to the 
current two categories, would provide 
additional scenic resource protection in 
rural areas with slightly less protection 
within municipalities (where scenic values 
have already been heavily altered). Under 
the no-action alternative, scenic values 

. suld continue to be protected by devel- 
opment standards designed to limit visual 
impacts. However, under the preferred 
alternative, the riverway managing agen- 
cies would require local governments to 
protect the historic character of munici- 
impacts to scenic values in municipalities 
from new development. The no-action 
alternative would take no such special 
actions. 


The following analysis evaluates scenic 
impacts created by the application of ihe 
five land management areas on each river 
segment. 


The Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock 
Island: 3.5 miles. Scenic resources within 
the two state parks in this river segment 
would continue to be protected by state 
ownership (as they would be under the no- 
action alternative). No impact to scenic 
resources would occur because any future 


development would occur at existing 
development nodes, and scenic and rela- 


tively undisturbed natural areas would be 
maintained. Private lands in Minnesota in 
the southern portion of this segment would 
be classified as conservation and would 
receive increased protection (i.e., more 
restrictive state land use regulations) as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Additional devel- 
opment could still occur, but there would 
be fewer new structures and those struc- 
tures would be less visible from the river. 
Consequently, they would have less impact 
on scenic resources than the no-action 
alternative. 


Osceola Area (Rock Island to McLeod 
Slough): 10 miles. Osceola is classified as 
small town historic, which affords about 
the same level of scenic protection as the 
existing urban standard, which does not 
preclude new development visible from the 
river but limits the development’s visibility 
and visual impacts. However, protection of 
historic character would be required, fur- 
Most of this segment would be classified 
as conservation and would receive in- 
creased protection as compared to the rural 
classification under the no-action alterna- 
tive. Additional development could still 
occur, but there would be fewer new 
structures and those structures would be 
less visible from the river. Consequently, 
they would have less impact on scenic 
resources than the no-action alternative. 


Marine Area (McLeod Slough to Arcola 
Sandbar via Page’s Slough): 8.5 miles. 
Marine on St. Croix itself is classified 
partly as rural residential and mostly as 
small town historic, which affords about 
the same level of scenic protection as the 
existing urban standard. However, 
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protection of historic character would be 
required in most the area, reducing 
potential scenic impacts. William O’Brien 
State Park would receive the same high 
level of scenic resource protection as 
compared to the no-action alternative. 
Most of the remainder of this segment in 
Minnesota would be classified as rural 
residential, providing a level of protection 
similar to the no-action alternative, which 
would further limit visibility of develop- 
ment and maintains the rural character in 
unincorporated areas. The Wisconsin side 
of the river would be classified conserva- 
tion and would receive increased protec- 
tion as compared to the rural classification 
under the no-action alternative. Additional 
development could stil! occur, but there 
would be fewer new str ctures and those 
structures would be less visible from the 
river. Consequently, they would have less 
impact on scenic resources than the no- 
action alternative. 


Rice Lake Flats (Dead Man’s Slough to 
Arcola Sandbar via St. Croix Islands 
Wildlife Area): 2.5 miles. St. Croix 
Islands Wildlife Area would receive the 
same high level of scenic resource protec- 
tion as compared to the no-action alterna- 
tive, which would maintain the undisturbed 
natural appearance. The remainder of this 
segment would be classified conservation 
and would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Additional 
development could still occur, but there 
would be fewer new structures and those 
structures would be less visible from the 
river. Consequently, they would have less 
impact on scenic resources than the no- 
action alternative. 


Impacts of Preferred Alternative 


Arcola Gorge (Arcola Sandbar to Head 
of Lake St. Croix): 5 miles. The Minne- 
sota side of the river in this segment would 
be classified as rural residential, which 
affords a level of protection very similar to 
the no-action alternative. The Wisconsin 
side of the river would mosily be classified 
as rural residential , which would afford a 
level of protection similar to the no-action 
alternative. 


Urban Stillwater (Head of Lake St. 
Croix to Stillwater Downtown Courtesy 
Docks): 2 miles. The northern portion of 
this segment in Minnesota is not inten- 
sively developed; it would be classified as 
small town, which would give it a level of 
scenic protection similar to the current 
urban classification. The southern portion 
of this segment includes the heavily 
developed downtown Stillwater area; it 
would be classified as river town, which 
would provide slightly less scenic protec- 
tion than the current urban classification. 
Considering thc heavily developed nature 
of the area, however, impacts on scenic 
resources would be negligible. In addition, 
the preferred aiternative would require 
protection of historic character that would 


The Wisconsin side would be classified as 
rural residential, which would afford a 
level of protection similar to the no-action 
alternative. 


South Stillwater-Bayport Area 
(Stillwater Downtown Courtesy Docks 
to Andersen Point): 3 miles. Most of this 
segment in Minnesota would be classified 
as river town, which provides slightly less 
scenic protection than the current urban 
classification. Considering the heavily 
developed nature of the area, however, 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


impacts on scenic resources would be 
negligibie. In addition, the preferred 
alternative would require protection of 
historic character that would reduce 
potential scenic impa.‘ts. The Andersen 
Point area would be classified as small 
town, with the result that its level of scenic 
protection would be sirzilar to the current 
urban classification. The Wisconsin side 
would be classified as rural residential, 
which affords a level of protection vei y 
similar to the no-action alternative. 


Bayport-North Hudson Area (Andersen 
Point to Willow River Dam): 2 miles. 
In Minnesota, the area between Andersen 
Point and the south limits of Bayport 
would be classified as small town, which 
would result in a level of scenic protection 
similar to the current urban classification. 
The southern poztion of this segment in 
Minnesota would be classified as rural 
residential, which affords a level of protec- 
tion similar to the no-action alternative. 
Most of the Wisconsin side would be 
classified as rural residential, which affords 
a level of protection similar to the no- 
action alternative. The southern portion of 
this segment in Wisconsin lies in North 
Hudson and would be classified as small 
town, which would result in a level of 
scenic protection similar to the current 
urban classification. 


Urban Hudson (Willow River Dam to 
Interstate $4): 2 miles. The Minnesota 
side in this segment would be primarily 
classified as small town, which would 
result in a level of scenic protection similar 
to the current urban classification. The 
Wisconsin side north of Orange Street 
would be classified as small town, which 
would result in a level of scenic protection 
similar to the current urban classification. 
The area south of Orange Street would be 





classified as river town, which would pro- 
vide slightly less scenic protection than the 
current urban classification. Considering 
the heavily developed nature of the area, 
however, impacts on scenic resources 
would be negligibie. In addition, the pre- 
ferred alternative would require protection 
of historic character that would reduce 
Open Lake (Interstate 94 to Catfish 
Bar): 4.5 miles. The Minnesota side in this 
segment would be classified as small town, 
with the result that its level of scenic pro- 
tection would be similar to the current 

of Hudson would be classified partly as 
river town and partly as small town. The 
remainder of this segment in Wisconsin 
would be classified as rural residential, 
which would afford a level of protectiun 
similar to the no-action alternative. 


Catfish to Kinnickinnic (Catfish Bar to 
Kinnickinnic Narrows): 5 miles. In 
Minnesota, the old Afton village area 
would be classified as small town historic, 
and the residential area to the south would 
be classified as small town, with the result 
that its level of scenic protection would be 
similar to the current urban classification. 
The southern portion of Afton and the area 
south of Afton State Park, as well as ali of 
the Wisconsin side, would be classified as 
rural residential, which would afford a 
level of protection similar to the no-action 
alternative. Afton State Paz’: would receive 
the same high level of scenic resource 
protection as the no-action alternative. 


Kinnickinnic Narrows: 0.5 miles. The 
Minnesota side of the river in this segment 
would be classified as rural residential, 
which affords a level of protection similar 
to the no-action alternative. Kinnickinnic 
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State Park in Wisconsin would receive the 
same high level of scenic resource 
protection as the no-action alternative. 


Kinnickinnic to Prescott (Kinnickinnic 
Narrows to Mississippi Confluence at 
Prescott): 6 miles. Much of the Minnesota 
side of the river in this segment would be 
classified as rural residential, which affords 
a level of protection very similar to the no- 
action alternative. St. Croix Bluffs Region- 
al Park would receive the same high level 
of scenic resource protection as compared 
to the no-action alternative. Carpenter Na- 
ture Center would be classified as conser- 
vation and would receive increased protec- 
tion as compared to the rural classification 
under the no-action alternative. In Wiscon- 
sin, the area north of Prescott would be 
classified as rural residential, which would 
afford a level of protection similar to the 
no-action alternative. Prescott would be 
classified as river town, which provides 
the heavily developed nature of the area, 
however, impacts on scenic resources 
would be negligible. 


In addition to the application of land 
management areas to segments of the 
riverway, encouraging the maintenance and 
restoration of the natural diversity and 
ecological integrity of significant plant 
communities on public and private lands 
would result in the visual landscape of the 
riverway becoming more representative of 
the native acuteness of the area. These 
voluntary provisions could have a long- 
term beneficial impact on the visual 
resources of the riverway by aiding in the 
perpetuation of a natural mosaic of 
indigenous vegetation. However, these 
impacts would be minor to negligible 





Impacts of Preferred Alternative 


because these actions would be voluntary, 
areas as natural landscapes whether or not 
the vegetative mosaics included a diversity 
of significant plant communities. 


A change in forest tax law programs in 
Wisconsin would be pursued, which would 
enable landowners within the riverway to 
develop a forest management plan that 
would allow vegetation to be removed in a 
manner that would protect the scenic quali- 
ty of the river. This change in policy for 
Wisconsin would result in a long-term, mi- 
nor beneficial impact on the scenic re- 
sources of the riverway by providing 
landowners with more flexibility to 
preserve these resources. 


Continued adherence to NPS policies that 
perpetuate native plant communities would 
result in a long-term, minor, beneficial 
impact on the scenic resources of the 
riverway. Under the current management 
approach (no-action), allowed changes in 
the scale or character of bridge crossings 
and relocation of transmission lines to new 
crossing corridors could potentially have a 
major long-term effects on scenic 
resources. The preferred alternative would 
restrict numbers and scale and encourage 
multiple uses of river crossing corridors 
and structures (including the consolidation 
of utility crossings). Replacement of 
similar-scale bridges or of larger-scale 
bridges would be allowed as long as there 
would be no adverse effects on the river- 
way. Compared to the no-action alterna- 
tive, the preferred alternative would avoid 
potentially major long-term impacts to 
scenic quality from construction of large- 
scale bridge crossings or relocation of 
transmission lines to highly scenic or 
largely undisturbed corridors. 
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Flexibility on the use of submarine cross- 
ings could allow for accommodation of 
infrastructure needs for the surrounding 
relocation, expansion in size or the number 
of lines, or the addition of new crossings. 
These actions could result in negligible 
adverse impacts on scenic resources in the 
would only be permitted provided there 
were no visual impacts. Potential impacts 
from accommodation of the utility needs 
could be reduced. 


Prohibiting clearcutting for inspections of 
incline rights-of-way and maintaining 2 
much natural vegetation as possible along 
utility rights-of-way would result in minor 
beneficial impacts on scenic resources. 


Conclusion 


Overall, the preferred alternative would 
have a minor, positive impact on scenic 
resources. Also, potentially major long- 
term impacts from changes to river 
crossings would be avoided. 


IMPACTS ON RECREATIONAL USE 


Analysis 


The primary goal of the preferred alterna- 
tive with respect to boating recreation 
would be to preserve the existing diversity 
of surface water recreational experiences. 
Like the no-action alternative, overall boat- 
ing use of the riverway would continue to 
grow slowly, if at all (existing use patterns 
show no clear increase in use since the 
mid-1980s). The diversity of boating op- 
portunities would remain, with the excep- 
tion of extremely high-speed boating ac- 
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tivities. Boaters interested in that activity 
would be displaced to another resource. 
Impacts for each river segment are des- 
cribed below. 


Backwaters from the Dalles of the St. 
Croix to north limits of Stillwater: 5 
miles. The natural waters classification for 
this segment would be identical to the 

of the preferred alternative would be the 
same as the no-action alternative, which 
would be to maintain the quiet and little- 
used character of the recreational 
experience. 


Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock Island: 
for this segment would be identical to the 
impact of the preferred alternative would 
be the same as the no-action alternative, 
which would be to maintain the slow 
speeds, low noise levels, and the more 
large numbers of canoers. 


Rock Island to McLeod’s Slough: 10 
this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow-speed zone designation; the 
impact of the preferred alternative would 
be the same as the no-action alternative. 
Thus, recreational use would be similar to 
the preceding river segment, although less 
social interaction would likely occur below 
the landing at Osceola where many rental 
canoe trips would continue to end. 


McLeod’s Slough to Arcola Sandbar: 
8.5 miles. The quiet waters classification 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow-speed zone designation; the 
impact of the preferred alternative would 
be the same as the no-action alternative. 
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Opportunities would be maintained for a 
mixture of nonmotorized and slow-moving 
motorized craft. 


Arcola Sandbar to north limits of 
Stillwater: 5 miles. The moderate recrea- 
involve a speed limit and elimination of 
waterskiing. This is slightly different that 
the current rule, which inveives no speed 
limit but a firm restriction on summer 
weekend waterskiing. Congestion in this 
narrow area has become a concern and the 
imposition of a speed limit would be con- 
sidered a positive impact on congestion 
and shoreline erosion concerns. 


Stillwater to Catfish Bar: 13.5 railes. The 
active social recreation classification for 
this segment would involve a speed limit; 
under the no-action alternative there would 
be no speed limit. The existing no-wake 
zones in the Hudson area would remain 


(80 mph and greater) that occasionally 
occurs in this segment. This would be 
eliminated under the preferred alternative, 
forcing boaters who want to travel at those 
speeds to use a different resource. The 
imposition of a speed limit in this area 
would be considered a minor positive 
impact on the environment. 


Catfish Bar to Prescott: 11.5 miles. The 
active social recreation classification for 
this segment would involve a speed limit; 
under the no-action alternative there would 
be no speed limit. The no-wake zones in 
the Catfish Bar and Kinnickinnic State 
Park areas would remain under the prefer- 
red alternative. There has been growing 
concern about safety factors surrounding 
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Impacts of Preferred Alternative 


extremely high-speed boating (80 mph and 
greater) that occasionally occurs in this 
segment; this would be eliminated under 
the preferred alternative, forcing boaters 
who want to travel at those speeds to use a 
different resource. The imposition of a 
speed limit in this area would be consid- 
ered a minor positive impact on the 
environment. 


Camping Experience. A camping 
management plan would be developed for 
boat-related camping norih of Stillwater 
that would impose gradually increased 
restrictions on camping. This would result 
in fewer boat-in campsites than currently 
exist, enhancing privacy and reducing 
trampled vegetation and exposed soils. 
However the opportunity for more social 
camping would be reduced, which would 
displace some campers to another resource. 
At Hudson, campers without on-board 
toilets would be displaced. The outcome 
would be reduced shoreline erosion 
between the Arcola sandbar and Stillwater 
and reduced water quality problems there 
and at Hudson, but an increase in displaced 
recreational users. 


Conclusion 


Overall, the preferred alternative would 
provide minor, possibly negligible, positive 
impacts on recreational use. However, a 
few riverway users, those seeking to travel 
at high speeds and some island campers, 
would be displaced. 
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Water Quality 


Analysis. Overall boating totals would not 
likely change under the preferred alterna- 
tive, so wate; quality impacts from petro- 
leum products or day-use boaters who 
don’t use proper toilet facilities would be 
about the same as the no-action alternative. 
Additional restrictions on camping north of 
Stillwater and at Hudson would have a 
slight positive inspact on water quality as 
compared to the no-action alternative. 
There would be a slight decrease in total 
residential development in areas not served 
by public sewer, leading to slightly less 
risk of water quality impacts from failed 
on-site waste treatment systems. 


Possible bridge replacements could have 
short-term, adverse effects on water quality 
during construction, however, mitigation 
measures would likely minimize these 
impacts. 
Conclusion. W ater quality impacts from 
the discharge of motorboat petroleum 
products or day-use boaters who do not use 
would not likely increase because overall 
boating totals would not be expected to 
change. Additional restrictions on camping 
north of Stillwater and at Hudson would 
have a slight positive impact on water 
could occur during construction of bridge 
replacements. 


From a riverwide perspective, it is ex- 
pected that pollution due to the construc- 
tion of development would be short term, 
while pollution due to users would be 
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transient and should have minor to negli- 
gible effects on pollutant levels. 
Soils 


Analysis. As under the no-action alterna- 
tive, additional development could occur, 
including residential development in rural 
areas. Consequently, some soils would still 
be lost to development, although new soil 
disturbance would likely be reduced in the 
park, natural, and minimally disturbed 
management areas (43% of the lower river- 
way) where less development and more 
restrictive land use regulations would be 
employed. 


Shoreline erosion caused by boat wakes 
would be similar to the no-action alterna- 
tive. The imposition of speed limits from 
the Arcola sandbar south would have a 
negligible impact on shoreline erosion 
caused by boat wakes. The area between 
the Arcola sandbar and Stillwater is the 
focus of much concern about wake- 
indused shoreline erosion, and a moderate 
speed limit there would likely do little to 
alter current impacts. 


Shoreline erosion, soil compaction, and the 
formation of social trails from campers 
would be slightly reduced, as compared to 
the no-action alternative, by limitations and 
overall reductions in camping north of 
Stillwater. Localized bluff erosion from 
foot trails would be about the same as the 
no-action alternative. 


Only a few areas would be affected by 
bridge and utility line replacements during 
the life of this plan. It is expected that 
mitigation measures would keep impacts 
localized and minor to moderate in magni- 
tude. (Additional environmental docu- 
mentation, with mitigation measures, 
would be required before these crossings 
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would be approved.) Because bridge and 
utility line replacements wouid oniy be 
permitted in existing corndcrs, additional 
soil disturbance would be limited to areas 
that likely have already been altered. 


If the Army Corps of Engineers needed to 
do some dredging at the Kinnickinnic 
Narrows, this alternative would reduce the 
amount of dredged material that would 
need to be removed and disposed. If the 
dredged material could be reused for other 
purposes, soil in the riverway or nearby 
would not be altered by the disposal of the 
material. (The 1997 Channel Maintenance 
Management Plan directs that dredged 
material from the Kinrickinnic Narrows be 
placed on the delta at Kinnickinnic State 
park for beach nourishment.) 


Conclusion. Under the preferred alterna- 
tive shoreline and bluff erosion would 
continue from recreational use but would 
be less. This would have negligible to 
minor long-term positive impacts on soils 
in localized areas, particularly on river- 
and disturbance would be expected from 
new development on some private lands. 
However, the land use management area 
allocation would be beneficial, minimizing 
potential soil disturbance and loss on a 
large portion of the riverway. From an 
overall riverway perspective, compared to 
current conditions, the preferred alternative 
would likely have a negligible to minor 
positive impact. 


Vegetation 
Analysis. Special protection would pro- 


vide maintenance and restoration of 


significant plant communities on federal 
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and state lands and would encourage 
private and local government landowners 
to maintain and restore these communities. 
This beneficial effect would help maintain 
the riverway’s diverse p!ant communities. 


As in all of the action alternatives, the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Re- 
sources would pursue a rule amendment 
that would allow landowners to harvest 
trees in a manner that would protect the 
scenic quality of the river. Many land- 
owners might alter vegetative cover on 
their land, but with agency oversight it is 
expected to have a minor positive effect on 
the riverway’s vegetation. 


Application of the land use management 
areas along the riverway would have a 
positive effect on the riverway’s vege- 
tation. Some vegetation would still be lost 
to new development, but in the park, 
natural, and minimally disturbed manage- 
ment areas (43% of the riverway) less 
vegetation would be lost because of new 


development. 


Bridge and utility line replacements would 
have a minor effect during the life of this 
plan. Because bridge and utility line re- 
placements would only be permitted in 
existing corridors, little additional vegeta- 
tion would be lost or disturbed. Mitigation 
measures are expected to localize and keep 
impacts minor to moderate in magnitude. 
and alter vegetation near riverbanks where 
the transmission lines/pipelines go under- 
ground. (Additional environmental docu- 
mentation, with mitigation measures, 
would be required before these crossings 
would be approved.) 
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If the Army Corps of Engineers needed to 
do some dredging at the Kinnickinnic 


Narrows, this alternative would reduce the 
amount of dredged material that would 
need to be removed and disposed. If the 
dredged material could be reused for other 
purposes, vegetation in the riverway or 
nearby would not be altered by the disposal 
of the dredged material. 


Motorboat use on the lower St. Croix is 
believed to be affecting shoreline vegeta- 
tion, with boat wakes damaging plants, 
exposing root systems, and undercutting 
trees. This impact would likely continue 
similar to the no-action alternative. The 
imposition of moderate speed limits from 
the Arcola sandbar south would likely have 
a negligible positive impact on shoreline 
erosion. 


Users would continue to trample vegeta- 
tion in localized areas when they picnic on 
the shoreline and islands and camp on the 
islands south of Stillwater (i.e., the Hudson 
islands). Some users probably would 
continue to damage trees, stripping bark 
from birch trees, cutting saplings, and 
pulling down branches for firewood. 
Disturbance of soils also would increase 
the likelihood of exotic plants like spotted 
knapweed and purple loosestrife becoming 
established. With overall use levels not 
expected to increase greatly on the lower 
riverway, alteration and loss of vegetation 
would likely continue similar to the no- 
action alternative. 


On the other hand, limiting camping in 
areas north of Stillwater to certain zones, 
possibly to designated campsites, also 
should reduce the loss of vegetation and 
encourage native plants to become re- 
established (although even with effor’s to 
prevent this impact, some trampling of 








vegetation would likely still occur due to 
day users and campers). 


Conclusion. The preferred alternative 
would have both negative and beneficial 
effects on the riverway’s vegetation. Vege- 
tative communities would continue to be 
altered and lost due to the activities of 
users and new developments in the river- 
way. If new bridge replacements and/or 
utility crossings were built, there could be 
some minor impacts on vegetation. On the 
other hand, the application of the manage- 
ment areas in this alternative would have a 
beneficial effect, helping prevent the loss 
or disturbance of vegetation on a large 
portion of the lower riverway. Efforts to 
maintain and restore significant plant com- 
munities on public and private lands would 
also have a positive effect. Restrictions on 
camping would reduce impacts to vegeta- 
tion. From a riverwide perspective, most of 
the riverway’s vegetation would not be 
affected by users, new developments, or 
the management agencies. However, com- 
pared to the no action alternative, the pre- 
ferred alternative would be expected to 
have a negligible to minor, long-term, posi- 
tive impact on the riverway’s vegetation. 


Fish and Wildlife 


Analysis. Impacts on wildlife would be 
similar to the no-action alternative. Most of 


the lower riverway management actions ir 
this alternative would continue to promote 
the protection of fish and wildlife popula- 
tions and habitats. No actions would be 
taken that would adversely affect areas 
known to be of special importance for 
breeding, nesting, foraging, or wintering. 


However, rural home development would 
create patches that disrupt the movement 














of some wildlife, especially those most 
sensitive to human activity. There would 
be slightly less new rural home develop- 
ment under the preferred alternative as 
compared to the no-action alternative, but 
the differences in terms of wildlife impacts 
would not be measurable, especially con- 
sidering much of the rural home develop- 
ment that could occur in the riverway has 
already been built. 


Many of the lower riverway’s wildlife 
populations and habitats have already been 
affected in varying degrees by recreational 
users and nearby developments. Some 
individual animals might be disturbed or 
temporarily displaced by the sounds of 
motorboats and groups floating down the 
river, but this is not expected to substan- 
tially affect the lower riverway’s fish and 


Conclusion. Impacts on fish and wildlife 


populations would be expected to be 
negligible to minor. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species 


Analysis. Implementation of the preferred 
alternative would not significantly change 
the number of recreational boats using the 
river as compared to the no-action alter- 
native. The potential for recreational 
impacts is not expected to change with the 
continued use of appropriate mitigation 
(e.g., keeping people away from bald eagle 
nests). Efforts to maintain and restore the 
diversity and ecological integrity of signifi- 
cant plant communities should help protect 
species like the Karner blue butterfly. 
Therefore, this alternative would not likely 
adversely affect threatened and endangered 
species (with the possible exception of 
certain mussel species). A slight reduction 
in new rural home development could 
decrease the potential for impacts to some 
threatened and endangered species. 


Also, since this alternative would promote 
the maintenance and restoration of the 
natural diversity and ecological integrity of 
pliant communities on federal and state 
lands and encourage private landowners to 
do likewise, species like the Kamer blue 
butterfly could benefit. 


There is the potential that the federally 
listed Higgins’ eye and winged mapleleaf 
mussels could be adversely affected in the 
following ways: People could inadvertently 
introduce zebra mussels into the lower 
riverway; zebra mussels could be scraped 
off by boats in shallow waters or by 
beached boats; boats could increase 
shoreline erosion and sediments in the 
water (which could affect filter-feeding 
mussels); waders and swimmers could 
unkaowingly collect mussels and use them 
for fishing or other purposes, and poachers 
could adversely affect the mussels. 
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Although these activities have occurred, or 
are occurring, on the lower St. Croix, it is 
not known what the effect, if any, has been 
on the Higgins’ eye and winged mapleleaf 
mussel populations. Recreational uses are 
likely “taking” individual mussels, which 
might be adversely affecting these species. 
(Pers com, R. Ferrin, NPS and Dan 
Hormbach, Biology Dept., Macalester 
College, 11/5/98). The National Park 
Service consulted with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service regarding incidental take, 
which might be occurring either now or in 
the future. 


Recommended changes on the navigation 
channel between Taylors Falls and the 
Arcola sandbar and at the Kinnickinnic 
Narrows would avoid potential impacts to 
mussels. 


Measures to minimize impacts and 
recovery of mussels would include the 
following measures. Recovery of the 
winged mapleleaf mussel would include 
preservation of the sole known remnant 
population in the lower St. Croix River. 
Recovery of the Higgins’ eye mussel 
would include preservation of the current 
populations and its essential habitat, which 
would include one site on the lower St. 
Croix near Hudson, Wisconsin and another 
essential habitat area in the river near 
Franconia. The cooperative management 
plan identifies the following goals, 
strategies, or actions in support of the 
protection and recovery of these species: 
protection and it.provement of water 
quality, development of a public 
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sels, and implementation of the zebra 
mussel action plan (see “Management 
Directions Common to All Alternatives” 
section). The managing agencies would 
also implement their respective compo- 
nents of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s recovery plans for the winged 
mapleleaf mussel and the Higgins’ eye 
mussel. These components address a wide 
variety of tasks, including actions to 
minimize human disturbance and destruc- 
tion to the federally listed mussels, such as 
quantification of the magnitude of potential 
threats (harvesting, swimming, wading, 
digging, small recreational watercraft, and 
commercial paddlewheel watercraft) and 
identification of specific geographic 
locations of greatest concem; posting of 
educational signs; conducting educational 
programs; and review of paddleboat 
Operations to minimize boat operation 
impacts. 
Conclusion. The uses, user levels, and 
developments in the preferred alternative 
would not likely adversely affect most 
federal and state listed species in the lower 
riverway (with adequate surveys, consulta- 
tion with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice and state biologists, and the applica- 
tion of appropriate mitigation measures). 
activities already may be adversely affect- 
ing the federally endangered Higgins’ eye 
and winged mapleleaf musse! population 
on the lower St. Croix. Formal consulta- 
tions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice was undertaken to determine what 
actions need to be taken to ensure the con- 
servation of these species and their biologi- 
cal opinion is included in appendix D. 
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IMPACTS ON CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 


Analysis 


As under the no-action alternative, river- 
way management would ensure the protec- 
tion of all significant cultural resources. 
These resources would be at low risk of 
adverse impacts resulting from recreational 
use or neglect, and restrictions on new 
development within the riverway would 
minimize impacts. Land uses, including 
new development, would be managed to 
maintain the river’s visual qualities and the 
historic character of the river communities. 


The preferred alternative would require 
local governments in the river town and 
small town historic districts to develop 
ordinances protecting historic structures 
and requiring new development to be 
consistent with the historic character of 
those communities. As a result, the 
preferred alternative would result in minor 
improvements in protection of cultural 
resources. 


The development of specific management 
direction for historic resources and cultural 
landscapes would depend on the comple- 
tion of the List of Classified Structures and 
the Cultural Landscape Inventory. Deter- 
minations of significance for the river- 
way’s cultural resources, including cultural 
landscapes, would help guide appropriate 
management decisions. Management 
would work cooperatively with the Minne- 
sota and Wisconsin State Historic Preser- 
vation Offices, local officials, and private 
preservation groups in developing protec- 
tion strategies for those cultural resources 
adjacent to the river but outside the bound- 
aries of the riverway. Effective preserva- 
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tion partnerships would help minimize 
impacts from new development. 


The managing agencies would work close- 
ly with the Minnesota and Wisconsin state 
historic preservation offices, American 
Indian interests, and private landowners in 
developing preservation strategies for any 
cultural resources that could be affected by 
future development. 


Conclusion 


Similar to the no-action alternative, re- 
stricted development and maintaining the 
riverway’s visual qualities would minimize 
impacts on archeological and historic re- 
sources. Additionally, the preferred alter- 
native would result in minor improvements 
in protection of cultural resources in the 
river town and small town historic 


IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC 
ENVIRONMENT 


Local Economy 


Analysis. This alternative does not call for 
large expenditures by the Park Service or 
the states for the development of infra- 
structure, so there would be little direct 
economic impact. Application of the land 
management areas would not result in 
greatly different restrictions on new 
development for most areas within the 
riverway. Placement of most of the new 
land management categories would be 
similar to the existing incorporated and 
unincorporated classifications. Exceptions 
to this would be areas designated as 


Ale 





ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES 


minimally disturbed and natural where 
increased restrictions would likely occur 
(although development could still occur) 
and in towns where some restrictions 
would be reduced (but with historic struc- 
ture protection). Consequently, limited 
additional negligible to minor impacts on 
the long-term property tax base of the local 
communities due to restrictions on new 
development would occur. Existing posi- 
tive effects on local economy from ex- 
penditures from tourists and other recrea- 
tionists would continue, but would not be 
appreciably changed by the preferred 
alternative. 


Conclusion. Positive impacts to the local 
economy would be negligible to minor 
compared to the no-action alternative. 


Tourism 


Analysis. Tourism in the St. Croix Valley 
is partially linked to the area’s historic 
character. In that context, the preferred 
alternative’s emphasis on historic structure 
protection and enhancement of the historic 
character of valley communities would 
have a minor positive impact on tourism. 
Boating-related tourism would not change, 
so impacts would be negligible. 


Conclusion. There would be some 
negligible to minor positive effects on 
tourism. 


Land Values 


Analysis. Land values would not be 
impacted by the preferred alternative. 
Local property values have probably been 
and would likely continue to be bene- 












ficially affected by the presence of the 
riverway as under the no-action alternative. 


Conclusion. There would be no new 
impacts on land values. 


Landownership/Landowners 


Analysis. The preferred alternative pro- 
poses a modest increase in scenic easement 
acquisition by the two states; National Park 
Service acquisition is essentially complete 
and would not change. As a result, the 
preferred alternative would have negligible 
impact on land ownership. 


In general, the preferred alternative could 
affect some landowners in a manner that 
would have a minor to moderate impact 
when compared to the no action alterna- 
tive. For instance, preserving the scenic 
character of the riverway might mean that 
some landowners within the riverway’s 
boundary might be constrained when they 
wanted to make certain improvements to 
their property. 


There would be a minor to moderate 
beneficial impact for local landowners in 
some areas of the riverway due to a 
reduction in conflicts with recreational 
users, particularly in popular camping 
areas north of Stillwater. Local landowners 
would also likely benefit from a reduction 
in the periodic loud noise generated by 
higher boat speeds and reduced shoreline 
effects from wave action. 


Conclusion. There would be negligible 
impacts on landownership. Some landown- 
ers would benefit from reduced restrictions 
on property improvements, although there 
would be constraints on new development 
to maintain historic character. Some 
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landowners would be negatively affected 
by restrictions on new development or 
improvements in areas outside of towns. 
There would also be minor to moderate 
benefits to landowners from a reduction in 
conflicts and shoreline erosion associated 
with recreational use in some areas of the 
riverway. 


CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


The entire viewshed of the riverway as 
seen from the river would not be encom- 
passed within the riverway boundaries, 
therefore, visual encroachments outside the 
boundary have the potential to impact the 
scenic resources of the riverway. In the 
federal zone the high bluffs, the rural 
character, the predominance of protected 
areas along this section of the river, and the 
fact that the viewshed outside the boundary 
would be less than the state-administered 
zone would mean that the concerns would 
not be as great here as in the state- 
administered zone. In this zone more of the 
viewshed would be outside the riverway 
boundary, the area would have a series of 
benches visible from the river, there would 
be less high bluff arcas, more of the area 
would be incorporated, and its proximity to 
the Minneapolis/St. Paul area would likely 
mean greater growth. For those areas 
within the viewshed, yet outside the 
riverway boundary, local zoning standards 
would be the primary methods of cortrol- 
ling scenic impacts on the riverway. 
Mitigating methodologies, such as the 
encouragement of the preservation and 
maintenance of mature vegetation, planting 
of additional vegetative buffering, the 
protection of cultural resources, and the 
prohibition of the construction of any more 
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extremely visible towers within the 
viewshed, would be beneficial to the 
preservation of the riverway’s scenic 
quality. Actions taken outside the riverway 
boundary could have negligible to major 
impacts on the scenic resources of the 
riverway, depending on the magnitude of 
change. Therefore, the cumulative effects 
of NPS/state actions on the scenic quality 
of the viewshed would be negligibly to 
moderately beneficial, depending on the 
magnitude of changes to the scenic 
resources outside the riverway boundary. 


Land use changes in the riverway and 
watershed have had a cumulative effect on 
the riverway’s water quality, flows, soils, 
vegetation, and wildlife in localized areas. 
As the region’s population continued to 
grow, new development would likely occur 
near the riverway and in the communities 
along the river. Further habitat fragmenta- 
tion of the surrounding watershed land- 
scape would likely continue. 


The entire historical distribution of winged 
mapleleaf mussel has been significantly 
altered by human development in the Mis- 
sissippi River basin, such as damming, 
dredging, channelization, agricultural 
application of fertilizers, pesticides, and 
herbicides, and municipal and industrial 
waste discharges. These developments are 
probably responsible for widespread and 
precipitous decline in mussel communities 
in general, and the extirpation or extinction 
of several species, although few studies 
have addressed directly the specific impact 
of any one of these factors. 


impacts from continued recreational use 

within the riverway and managing agency 
actions would contribute incrementally to 
impacts from the sources noted above. 











Aly 








ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


Overall, the land use management area 
allocation and special plant community 
protection would be beneficial, preventing 
loss of natural resources on a large portion 
of the riverway. This would be a positive, 
minor cumulative impact within the river- 
way and watershed. 


None of the management actions are ex- 
pected to add substantively to the cumula- 
tive effects on cultural resources. Growth 
and land use changes could affect cultural 
resources adjacent to or within the view- 
shed of the riverway. The cumulative 
effects of the management actions would 
help mitigate the effects of population 
growth and development. 


Many communities and counties in Minne- 
sota and Wisconsin are in the process of 
revising their comprehensive plans and 
related ordinances. Some of these revised 
plans and ordinances may include land use 
and development provisions applicable to 
the river corridor that would go beyond 
guidance provided in this document. 
Therefore, in some areas, cumulative 
impacts of land management measures may 
have negligible to moderate additional 
effects on certain property owners as 
compared to current conditions. 


The economic and population growth in 
the region is expected to continue. The 
relatively small number of jobs and ex- 
penditures on management of the riverway 
would only have a minor effect on the 


alternative occurring in conjunction with 
the region’s expected overall population 
and economic growth. 


RELATIONSHIP OF SHORT-TERM 
USES AND LONG-TERM PRODUC- 
TIVITY 


The proposed management area allocation, 
restrictions on island, shoreline, and 
boating use, along with the proposed 
inventory, monitoring, and research 
programs for the riverway would 
contribute to the long-term protection and 
preservation of resources and scenic 
character of the landscape. The mainte- 
nance and restoration of plant communities 
would also enhance long-term productivity 
of natural communities. 


UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 


Some minor adverse impacts to natural 
resources would occur. An adverse effect 
on some users, such as those seeking to 
boat at high speeds and some island 
campers, would also occur. To meet the 
scenic and resource protection purposes of 
the riverway, development restrictions on 
local landowners would be implemented. 
To meet the recreational purposes of the 
riverway, some conflicts between local 
landowners and recreational users would 
continue. 


IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEV- 
ABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 


development would likely continue to 
occur on private lands within the riverway 
boundary, particularly in the existing 
municipalities. Potentially, new river 
crossings might also occur. It is expected 
that this new development would result in 














Impacts of Preferred Alternative 
the long-term localized loss of vegetation, resource. It is possible that the preferred 
soils, and wildlife habitat. alternative would contribute to their 

decline. However, it is expected that the 
Any action that led to the loss of individual implementation of actions outlined in the 
federally listed mussel species or their recovery plans for these species would 
habitat would contribute to the loss of the avoid this situation and contribute to their 
species as an ecological and genetic conservation. 
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IMPACTS ON SCENIC RESOURCES 
Analysis 


Scenic resources in the riverway are pro- 
tected primarily through land acquisition or 
through regulatory controls on land 
development. No significant land acquisi- 
tion would occur in implementing alterna- 
tive A. The establishment of seven land 
management categories compared to two 
under the existing management program 
protection in rural areas, with slightly less 
protection within municipalities (where 
scenic values have already been heavily 
altered), as compared to the no-action 
alternative. Also under this alternative, the 
riverway Managing agencies would require 
local governments to protect the historic 
character of municipalities, which would 
reduce potential impacts to scenic values in 
municipalities from new development. The 
no-action alternative would take no such 
special actions. Alternative A differs from 
the preferred alternative in that a greater 
portion of the riverway would be included 
in the river town, smal! town, and smail 
town historic districts, essentially reducing 
scenic resource protection when consid- 
ering the riverway as a whole. 


The following analysis evaluates scenic 
impacts created by the application of the 
seven land management areas on each river 
segment. 


The Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock 
Island: 3.5 miles. Scenic resources within 
the two state parks in this river segment 
would continue to be protected by state 
ownership (as they would be under the no- 
action alternative). No impact to scenic 
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resources would occur because any future 
development would occur at existing 
development nodes, and scenic and rela- 
tively undisturbed natural areas would be 
maintained. Private lands in Minnesota in 
the southern portion of this segment would 
be classified as natural and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. Additional development could 
still occur, but there would be fewer new 
structures and those structures would be 
less visible from the river. Consequently, 
they would have less impact on scenic 
resources than the no-action alternative. 


Osceola Area (Rock Island to McLeod 
Slough): 10 miles. Osceola itself is classi- 
fied as small town historic, which affords 
about the same level of scenic protection as 
the existing urban standard, which does not 
preclude new development visible from the 
river but limits the development’s visibility 
and visual impacts. However, protection of 
historic character would be required, fur- 
area just north of Osceola wouid be classi- 
fied as small town, providing for commun- 
ity growth along the riverway but allowing 
development that has more scenic impact 
than the existing rural classification. Most 
of this segment would be classified as nat- 
ural, however, and would receive increased 
protection as compared to the rural classifi- 
cation under the no-action alternative. Ad- 
ditional development could still occur, but 
there would be fewer new structures and 
those structures would be less visible from 
the river. Consequently, they would have 
less impact on scenic resources than the 
no-action alternative. 
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Marine Area (McLeod Slough to Arcola 
Sandbar via Page’s Slough): 8.5 miles. 
Marine on St. Croix itself is classified 
mostly as small town historic, which 
affords about the same level of scenic 
protection as the existing urban standard, 
but with additional protection of historic 
character. William O’Brien State Park 
would receive the same high level of 
scenic resource protection as compared to 
the no-action alternative. Most of the 
remainder of this segment in Minnesota 
would be classified as rural residential, 
which affords a level of protection similar 
to the no-action alternative, which further 
limits visibility of development and main- 
tains the rural character in unincorporated 
areas. The Wisconsin side of the river 
would be classified as natural and wouid 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. Additional development 
could still occur, but there would be fewer 
new structures and those structures would 
be less visible from the river. Consequent- 
ly, they would have less impact on scenic 
resources than the no-action alternative. 


Rice Lake Flats (Dead Man’s Slough to 
Arcola Sandbar via St. Croix Islands 
Wildlife Area): 2.5 miles. St. Croix 
Islands Wildlife Area is owned by Wiscon- 
sin DNR and would receive the same high 
level of scenic resource protection as com- 
pared to the no-action alternative, which 
appearance. The remainder of this segment 
would be classified as natural and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. Additional development 
could still occur, but there would be fewer 
new structures and those structures would 
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be less visible from the river. Consequent- 
ly, they would have less impact on scenic 
resources than the no-action alternative. 


Arcola Gorge (Arcola Sandbar tc Head 
of Lake St. Croix): 5 miles. The Minne- 
sota side of the river in this segment would 
be classified as rural residential, which 
affords a level of protection very similar to 
the no-action alternative. 7he Wisconsin 
side of the river would be classified partly 
as natural and would receive increased 
protection as compared to the rural classi- 
fication under the no-action alternative. 
Additional development could still occur, 
but there would be fewer new structures 
and those structures would be less visible 
from the river. Consequently, they would 
have less impact on scenic resources than 
the no-action alternative. About the south- 
ern half of this segment in Wisconsin 
would be classified as rural residential, 
which affords a level of protection similar 
to the no-action alternative. 


Urban Stillwater (Head of Lake St. 
Croix to Stillwater Downtown Courtesy 
Docks): 2 miles. The northern portion of 
this segment in Minnesota is not intensive- 
ly developed; it would be classified as 
small town with the result that its level of 
scenic protection would be similar to the 
current urban classification. The central 
portion of this segment includes a rela- 
tively undeveloped area north of down- 
town Stillwater; it would be classified as 
river town, which provides slightly less 
scenic protection than the current urban 
classification and would accommodate 
downtown growth, while reducing scenic 
protection. The southern portion of this 
segment includes the heavily developed 
downtown Stillwater area; it would be 
classified as river town, which provides 
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current urban classification. Considering 
the heavily developed nature of the area, 
however, impacts on scenic resources 
would be negligible. In addition, alterna- 
tive A would require protection of historic 
character that would reduce potential 
The Wisconsin side would be classified 
partly as rural residential, which would 
afford a level of protection similar to the 
no-action alternative, and partly as small 
town, which would provide significantly 
less scenic protection than the rural classi- 
fication in the no-action alternative. 


South Stillwater-Bayport Area 
(Stillwater Downtown Courtesy Docks 
to Andersen Point): 3 miles. Most of this 
segment in Minnesota would be classified 
as river town, which would provide slight- 
ly less scenic protection than the current 
urban classification. Considering th: 
heavily developed nature of the area, 
however, impacts on scenic resources 
would be negligible. In addition, alterna- 
tive A would require protection of historic 
character that would reduce potential 
would be classified as small town, with the 
result that its level of scenic protection 
would be similar to the current urban 
classification. The Wisconsin side would 
be classified as rural residential, which 
would afford a level of protection similar 
to the no-action alternative. 


Bayport-North Hudson Area (Andersen 
Point to Willow River Dam): 2 miles. In 
Minnesota, this area would be classified as 
small town, with a level of scenic protec- 

tion similar to the current urban classifica- 
tion in a part of the area, but significantly 

less than the southern portion of this 





segment, which is classified as rural 
residential under the no-action alternative. 
Most of the Wisconsin side would be 
classified as rural residential, which would 
afford a level of protection similar to the 
no-action alternative. The southern portion 
of this segment in Wisconsin lies in North 
Hudson and would be classified as small 
town, with a level of scenic protection 
similar to the current urban classification. 


Urban Hudson (Willow River Dam to 
Interstate 94): 2 miles. The Minnesota 
side in this segment would be classified as 
small town, with the result that its level of 
scenic protection would be similar to the 
side would be classified as river town, 
protection than the current urban classi- 
oped nature of the area, however, impacts 
on scenic resources would be negligible. In 
addition, alternative A would require pro- 
tection of historic character that would 
Open Lake (Interstate 94 to Catfish 
Bar): 4.5 miles. The Minnesota side in this 
segment would be classified as small town, 
with the result that its level of scenic pro- 
tection would be similar to the current 

of Hudson would also be classified as 
smal! town as would the St. Croix Cove 
area, which would be rural under the no- 
action alternative. The level of scenic 
resource protection in the St. Croix Cove 
area would be reduced. The remainder of 
this segment in Wisconsin would be 
classified as rural residential, which affords 
a level of protection similar to the no- 
action alternative. 
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Catfish to Kinnickinnic (Catfish Bar to 
Kinnickinnic Narrows): 5 miles. In 
Minnesota the old Afton village area 
would be classified as small town historic, 
with the result that its level of scenic 
protection would be similar to the current 
protection of historic character. The 
southern portion of Afton and the area 
south of Afton State Park, as well as all of 
the Wisconsin side, would be classified as 
rural residential, which affords a level of 
protection similar to the no-action 
alternative. Afton State Park would receive 
the same high level of scenic resource 
protection as compared to the no-action 
alternative. 


Kinnickinnic Narrows: 0.5 miles. The 
Minnesota side of the river in this segment 
would be classified as rural residential, 
which affords a level of protection similar 
to the no-action alternative. Kinnickinnic 
State Park in Wisconsin would receive the 
same high level of scenic resource 
protection as compared to the no-action 
alternative. 


Kinnickinnic to Prescott (Kinnickinnic 
Narrows to Mississippi Confluence at 
Prescott): 6 miles. Much of the Minnesota 
side of the +’ ' this segment would be 
classified « ..« ‘esidential, which affords 
a level of protec.ion very similar to the no- 
action alternative. St. Croix Bluffs Region- 
al Park would receive the same high level 
of scenic resource protection as provided 
under the no-action alternative. Carpenter 
Nature Center would be classified as nat- 
ural and would receive increased protec- 
tion as compared to the rural classification 
under the no-action alternative. In Wiscon- 
sin, most of the area north of Prescott 
would be classified as rural residential, 
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which affords a level of protection similar 
to the no-action alternative. An area north 
of FP scott would be classified as small 
town to allow urban growth; this would 
result in significantly less scenic resource 
protection for that area than the current 
rural classification. Prescott would be 
classified as river town, which provides 
slightly less scenic protection than the 
current urban classification. Considering 
the heavily developed nature of the area, 
however, impacts on scenic resources 
would be negligible. 


Provisions for vegetative management 
would be similar to the preferred alterna- 
tive, except there would be no emphasis on 
voluntary actions or efforts to restore the 
natural diversity or ecological integrity of 
significant plant communities on private or 
state or local government lands. Also under 
this alternative mcre development could be 
expected; therefore, more plant communi- 
ties would likely be affected. These actions 
would have an adverse impact on visual 
resources because there would be less of 
the natural mosaic of vegetation that is 
indigenous to the riverway. These impacts 
would be minor to moderate (depending on 
the amount of development) and long term 
because it could take years to restore 
vegetative patterns. 


An amendment to the Wisconsin-managed 
forest law (Chapter NR 118) would be 
pursued, which would result in a long- 
term, minor, beneficial impact for the 
scenic resources of the riverway by provid- 
ing landowners with more flexibility to 
preserve these resources. 


Continued adherence to NPS policies that 
perpetuate native plant communities would 
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result in a long-term, minor, beneficial 
impact to the scenic resources. 


Alternative A would restrict the overall 


number and encourage multiple uses of 
existing river crossing corridors and 
structures. However, because this alterna- 
tive allows for changes in the scale and 
character of or the relocation of road and 
rine lines, there could be uegligible to 
major impacts on the scenic resources of 
the riverway, depending on the magnitude 
of the change. Allowance of new addi- 
tional submarine crossings could result in 
minor to negligible adverse impacts on 
scenic resources in the immediate vicinity 
depending on the extent and duration of 
ground disturbance and vegetation removal 
during installation. By prohibiting clear- 
cutting for inspections of pipeline rights- 
of-way, there would be minor beneficial 
impacts to scenic resources. 


Conclusion 


Overall, alternative A would have a minor, 
negative impact on scenic resources com- 
pared to the no-action alternative. Also, 
changes to river crossings could still occur. 


IMPACTS ON RECREATIONAL USE 


Analysis 


Alternative A would allow recreational 
boating use levels to increase as long as 
resource impacts and safety concerns did 
not reach unacceptable levels. This in- 
creased use could alter the recreational 
experience, such as creating more crowded 
conditions at peak use times. Providing for 


a larger number of users would take 
precedence over maintaining a variety of 
diversity of boating opportunities would be 
reduced somewhat. Some boaters would be 
displaced to other resources. These impacts 
are evaluated for the following river 
segments. 


Backwaters from the Dalles of the St. 
Croix to William O’Brien State Park: 16 
miles. The natural classification for this 
segment would be identical to the existing 
no-wake designation; the impact of 
alternative A would be the same as the no- 
action alternative, which would be to 

of the recreational experience. 


Backwaters from William O’Brien State 
Park to Arcola Sandbar: 6 miles. The 
natural classification for this segment 
would be identical to the existing no-wake 
designation; the impact of alternative A 
would be the same as the no-action 
alternative, which would be to maintain the 
quiet and little-used character of the 


Backwaters from Arcola Sandbar to 
north limits of Stillwater: 5 miles. The 
would permit slow-speed boating, com- 
pared to the existing no-wake designation; 
the impact of alternative A would be to 
allow moderately faster boating than the 
no-action alternative. 


Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock Island: 
3.5 miles. The quiet waters classification 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow speed zone designation. The 
impact of alternative A would be the same 
as the no-action alternative, which would 
be to maintain the slow speeds, low noise 
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levels, and the more social experience 
associated with relatively large numbers of 
canoers. 


Rock Island to McLeod’s Slough: 10 
miles. The quiet waters classification for 
this segment would be identical to the 
impact of alternative A would be the same 
as the no-action alternative. Thus, recrea- 
tional use would be similar to the preced- 
ing river segment, although less social 
landing at Osceola where many rental 
Canoe trips would continue to end. 


McLeod’s Slough to Arcola Sandbar: 
8.5 miles. The quiet waters classification 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow speed zone designation; the 
impact of alternative A would be the same 
as the no-action alternative. Opportunities 
would be maintained for a mixture of 
nonmotorized and slow-moving motorized 
craft. 


Arcola Sandbar to north limits of 
Stillwater: 5 miles. The active social 
recreation classification for this segment 
would be similar to the current rule for this 
segment, which involves no speed limit but 
a restriction on summer weekend 
waterskiing. Congestion which has become 
a concern in this narrow area would likely 
continue. 


Stillwater to Catfish Bar: 13.5 miles. 
The active social recreation classification 
for this segment would allow extremely 
high-speed boating to continue, although 
speed limits might be set in certain areas. 
The existing no-wake zones in the Hudson 
area would remain under alternative A. 
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The concern about safety factors surround- 
ing extremely high-speed boating (80 mph 
and greater) that occasionally occurs in this 
segment would continue. 


Catfish Bar to Prescott: 11.5 miles. The 
active social recreation classification for 
this segment would allow extremely high- 
speed boating to continue, although speed 
limits might be set in certain areas. The 
existing no-wake zones in the Catfish Bar 
and Kinnickinnic State Park areas would 
remain under alternative A. The concern 
about safety factors surrounding extremely 
high-speed boating (80 mph and greater) 
that occasionally occurs in this segment 
would continue. 


Camping Experience. Camping would 
continue to be allowed with little or no 
restriction in the same way as the no-action 
alternative. 


Conclusion 


Overall, alternative A would be similar to 
the no-action alternative. Congestion prob- 
lems would likely continue, primarily in 
the narrow section of river between Arcola 
sandbar and Stillwater, in the Hudson Nar- 
rows, and the Prescott Narrows. Extremely 
high-speed boating would continue, and 
associated safety and noise concerns would 
therefore continue. Increased use could 
alter the recreational experience, such as 
creating more crowded conditions at peak 
use times. 
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Water Quality 


Analysis. Overall boating totals are 
expected to increase under alternative A, 
sO water quality impacts from petroleum 
products or day-use boaters who do not use 
slightly as compared to the no-action 
alternative. Unrestricted camping north of 
Stillwater and at Hudson would have a 
slight negative impact on water quality as 
compared to the no-action alternative. 
There would be a modest increase in total 
residential development in areas not served 
by public sewer, leading to slightly greater 
risk of water quality impacts from failed 
on-site waste treatment systems. 


Under alternative A there could be some 
have short-term, adverse effects on water 
quality, such as increased sedimentation 
due to the installation of new bridge piers, 
although mitigation measures would likely 
environmental documents would be pre- 
pared before these projects would be 
approved.) 


Conclusion. With increased use levels, the 
potentiai for pollution due to user activities 
would increase as compared to the no- 
action alternative. There could be localized 
increases in impacts to water quality in 
heavily used areas where users are picnick- 
ing, camping, and boating, particularly 
also could occur if bridges were relocated. 


From a riverwide perspective, it is expect- 
ed that pollution caused by potential devel- 
opments would be short term. Pollution 


created by increased use would be transient 
and should have minimal effects on nutri- 
ent loads and on pollutant levels. Com- 
pared to current conditions, alternative A 
would be expected to result in a negligible 
to minor, long-term negative impact on the 
riverway’s overall water quality. 


Analysis. As under the no-action alterna- 

tive, additional development could occur, 

including residential development in rural 
areas. Consequently, some soils would still 
be lost to development, although new soil 

disturbance would likely be reduced in the 
park and natural management areas (42% 

of the lower riverway) where less develop- 
ment and more restrictive land use regula- 
tions would be employed. 


With increasing boating use, shoreline 
erosion caused by boat wakes would be 
slightly increased as compared to the no- 
action alternative. The area between the 
Arcola sandbar and Stillwater would 
continue to be the focus of much concern 


Shoreline erosion, soil compaction, and the 
formation of social trails from campers 
would also slightly increase, as compared 
to the no-action alternative, due to rela- 
tively unrestricted camping outside the two 
prohibited camping areas. Bluff erosion 
from foot trails would be about the same as 
the no-action alternative. 


Some bridge relocations could occur. Any 
bridge relocations would disturb additional 
soils along the riverbanks. However, with 
mitigation measures, it is expected that 
impacts from these developments would be 
localized and minor to moderate in magni- 
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tude. (As indicated under the preferred 
alternative, additional environmental 

ion aul enidioatl 

would be required before these crossings 
would be approved.) 


If the Army Corps of Engineers needed to 
do some dredging at the Kinnickinnic 
Narrows, this alternative would reduce the 
amount of dredged material that would 
need to be removed and disposed. If the 
dredged material could be reused for other 
purposes, soil in the riverway or nearby 
would not be altered by the disposal of the 
material. (The 1997 Channel Maintenance 
Managemeni Plan directs that dredged 
material from the Kinnickinnic Narrows be 
placed on the delta at Kinnickinnic State 
park for beach nourishment.) 


Conclusion. Under alternative A, shoreline 
erosion would continue or accelerate as 
river use increased. This would have 
minor, additional negative, long-term 
impacts on soils in localized areas on 
riverbanks and the islands. There would 
also be the potential for soil loss and 
disturbance due to new developments on 
private lands and from bridge relocations. 
From an overall perspective, compared to 
current conditions, alternative A probably 
would have a long-term, minor, negative 
impact on the soils in the lower riverway. 


Vegetation 


Analysis. Alternative A would share many 
of the same beneficial and negative 
impacts described under the preferred 
alternative. The alternatives would have 
the same beneficial effects in minimizing 
the loss of vegetation due to new develop- 
ment in the park and natural zones (42% of 
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the riverway in alternative A); however, 
more vegetation could be lost due to new 
development in some other areas in 
alternative A, particularly adjacent to the 
municipalities. Both alternatives would 
have a minor positive effect on plant 
communities if the Wisconsin Department 
of Natural Resources proposed amendment 
to the state land use standards within the 
riverway was adopted. If dredging occurred 
between Stillwater and Prescott, alternative 
A would reduce the amount of vegetation 
that would be lost due to the deposition of 


dredged material. 


Under alternative A bridge and utility line 
relocations would result in the loss or 
alteration of vegetation in localized areas. 
With mitigation measures, it is expected 
that these impacts would be minor to 
moderate in magnitude. 


Alternative A would have the same type of 
impacts as the preferred alternative due to 
motorboat use and use of the shoreline and 
islands, but the impacts would likely be 
greater in alternative A due to increased 
user numbers. With increased motorboat 
use, boat wakes would continue or accel- 
eraie damage to plants along the shoreline 
and islands, particularly in heavily used 
stretches and/or stretches where boats are 
going at higher speeds. 


In addition, more users would adversely 
affect vegetation in areas where they picnic 
and camp on the shoreline and islands, 
with vegetation being trampled, harvested, 
and cut for firewood. Disturbance of soils 
also would increase the likelihood of 
exotic plants like spotted knapweed and 
purple loosestrife becoming established. 
With use expected to increase on the lower 
riverway, and only limited restrictions on 
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the use of most islands and shoreline, 
vegetation in more areas would likely be 
altered or lost. 


Conclusion. Alternative A would Lave 
both negative and beneficial effects on the 
riverway’s vegetation. Vegetative com- 
munities would continue to be altered and 
lost due to the activities of users and new 
developments in the riverway. With 
increased use levels, this impact would be 
expected to increase and more areas would 
be affected, particularly in heavily used 
areas on the islands and the shoreline, 
resulting in increases in localized, long- 
term impacts. Some minor to moderate 
vegetation loss also would occur if bridges 
and utility lines were relocated and/or 
other hand, the land use management area 
allocation would have a beneficial effect, 
helping ensure the protection of vegetation 
on a large portion of the lower riverway. 
Efforts to maintain significant plant com- 
munities also would have a positive effect 
on the riverway vegetation. From an over- 
all perspective, most of the riverway’s 
vegetation would not be affected by users, 
new developments, or the management 
agencies. However, with increased use 
levels and new developments vegetation 
still would be lost or altered. Compared to 
the current situation, alternative A would 
be expected to result in an overall minor, 
long-term, adverse impact on the 
riverway’s vegetation. 


Fish and Wildlife 


Analysis. Impacts on wildlife would not be 
significantly different for alternative A 
than the no-action alternative. Most of the 
lower riverway management actions in this 
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alternative would continue to promote the 
protection of fish and wildlife populations 
and habitats. No actions would be taken 

that would adversely affect areas known to 


be of special importance for breeding, 
nesting, foraging, or wintering. 


However, rural home development creates 
patches that disrupt the movement of some 
wildlife, especially those most sensitive to 
human activity. There would be slightly 
more new rural home development under 
Alternative A as compared to the no-action 
alternative, but the differences in terms of 
wildlife impacts are likely not measurable, 
especially considering much of the rural 
home development that could occur in the 
riverway has already been built. 





Many of the lower riverway’s wildlife 
populations and habitats have already been 
affected in varying degrees by recreational 
users and nearby developments. Some 
individual animals might be disturbed or 
temporarily displaced by the sounds of 
more motorboats and groups floating down 
the river, but this is not expected to 
substantially affect the lower riverway’s 
fish and wildlife populations. Fishing 
would increase because of expanded use, 
but with careful monitoring and enforce- 
ment of the states’ regulations, there 
should be no adverse effects on the 
fisheries. 


Conclusion. Impacts on fish and wildlife 


populations would be expected to be 
negligible to minor. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


Analysis. Implementation of alternative A 
would allow an increase in the number of 
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recreational bcats using the river as 
compared to the no-action alternative, so 
the potential to impact threatened and 
endangered species could increase slightly. 
It is not anticipated that increased use 
levels under alternative A would result in 
adverse impacts on listed species or their 
habitats with the continued use of appro- 
priate mitigation. A slight increase in new 
rural home development could also in- 
crease the potential for impacts on some 
threatened and endangered species. 


The potential adverse effects on the 
federally listed Higgins’ eye and winged 
mapleleaf mussels would be the same as 
described under the preferred alternative. 
Although these activities have occurred or 
might be occurring on the lower St. Croix, 
the effects on the Higgins’ eye and winged 
mapleleaf mussel populations are unknown 
— recreational uses are likely “taking” 
individual mussels, which could be ad- 
versely affecting these species. Additional 
use might or might not exacerbate this 
possible impact. 


The following goals, strategies, or actions 
would support the protection and recovery 
of these species: protection and improve- 
ment of water quality, development of a 
includes mussels, development of means to 
improve mussel information/coordination 
among various agencies, organizations, 
etc., continued enforcement of regulations 
prohibiting harvesting or taking of mus- 
sels, and implementation of the zebra 
mussel action plan (see “Management 
Directions Common to All Alternatives” 
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section). The managing agencies would 
also implement their respective compo- 
nents of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s 
recovery plans for the winged mapleleaf 
mussei and the Higgins’ eye mussel. These 
components address a wide variety of 
tasks, including actions to minimize human 
disturbance and destruction to the federally 
listed mussels, such as quantification of the 
magnitude of potential treats (harvesting, 
swimming, wading, digging, small 
recreational watercraft, and commercial 
paddlewheel watercraft) and identification 
of specific geographic locations of greatest 
concem; posting of educational signs; 
conduction of educational programs; and 
review of paddleboat operations to 
minimize boat operation impacts. 


Conclusion. The uses, use levels, and 
developments under alternative A would 
not likely adversely affect most federal and 
State listed species in the lower riverway 
(with adequate surveys, consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
state biologists, and the application of 
appropriate mitigation measures). Recrea- 
tional activities already might be adversely 
affecting the federally endangered Higgins’ 
eye and winged mapleleaf mussel popula- 
tions on the lower St. Croix. Increased use 
levels near Hudson and in the Interstate 
Park area (where the mussels primarily 
occur) would be expected in the future, 
which might increase the potential for 
impacts. Formal consultations need to be 
initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to determine what actions need to 
be taken to ensure the conservation of 
these species. 
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The impacts on cultural resources under 
this alternative would be similar to those 
under the preferred alternative. Limited 
new development could be built within 
existing towns and communities. As in the 
preferred alternative, municipal govern- 
ments would be encouraged to preserve the 
historic character of their communities by 
adopting and enforcing historic preserva- 
that would require new development to be 
compatible with the design elements of the 
historic community. Management would 
work to maintain visual characteristics, 
thus helping to ensure the preservation of 
any significant historic structures identified 
as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 


Limited new development would be 
allowed outside the municipalities in 
relatively undeveloped rural portions of the 
riverway. Some of this new development 
might be visible from the riverway, which 
could pose potential impacts on cultural 
landscapes. However, new development 
would be consistent with the riverway’s 
rural and natural character. The completion 
of the cultural landscape inventory would 
help ensure that new development in outly- 
ing areas was appropriate and consistent 
with the riverway’s rural and natural 
character, thereby minimizing impacts on 
significant cultural or historic landscapes. 
Archeological resources could be at a 
slightly higher risk as a result of new 
development in previously undeveloped 
areas. 








Conclusion 


The impacts on cultural resources under 
this alternative would be similar to those 
under the preferred alternative. Limited 
development would be allowed outside 
municipalities in relatively undeveloped 
rurai portions of the riverway. Municipal 
governments would be encouraged to 
preserve the historic character of their 
communities by adopting and enforcing 
standards that would require new develop- 
ment to be compatible with the design 
elements of the historic community. 
Archeological resources may be at a 
slightly higher risk because of new 
development in previously undeveloped 


areas 
. 


IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC 
ENVIRONMENT 


Local Economy 


Analysis. This alternative does not call for 
large expenditures by the Park Service or 
the states for the development of 
infrastructure, so there would be little 
direct economic impact. Existing positive 
effects on local economy from expendi- 
tures from tourists and other recreationists 
would continue. Increased riverway use 
would resuit in more people accessing the 
riverway and perhaps encourage additional . 
commercial activity along the riverway. 
Alternative A would also allow some 
growth in urban areas, with the conversion 
of some existing rural landscapes. Conse- 
quently, limited additional impacts on the 
long-term property tax base of the local 
communities due to the increased potential 
for new development would occur. 
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Conclusion. Positive impacts to the local 


economy would be negligible to minor 
compared to the no-action alternative. 


Tourism 


Analysis. Tourism in the St. Croix Valley 
is partially linked to the area’s historic 
character. In that context, alternative A’s 
emphasis on historic structure protection 
and enhancement of the historic character 
of valley communities would have a minor 
positive impact on tourism. Boating-related 


Conclusion. There would be some minor 
positive effects on tourism. 


Land Values 


Analysis. Land values would not be 
impacted by the alternative A. Local 
property values have probably been and 
would likely continue to be beneficially 
affected by the presence of the riverway as 
described under the no-action alternative. 


Conclusion. There would be no new 
impacts on land values. 


Landownership/Landowners 


Analysis. Alternative A proposes a modest 
increase in scenic easement acquisition by 
the two states; National Park Service 
acquisition is essentially complete and 
would not change. As a result, this alterna- 
tive would have negligible impact on 
landownership. 
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Impacts of Alternative A 


In general, alternative A could affect some 
landowners in a manner that would have a 
minor to moderate impact when compared 
to the no-action alternative. For instance, 
preserving the scenic character of the river- 
way might mean that some landowners 
within the riverway’s boundary might be 
constrained when they wanted to make 
certain improvements to their property. 
However, expansion of urban areas would 
allow some landowners more flexibility in 


Conclusion. There would be negligible 
impacts on landownership. Some 
landowners would benefit from reduced 
restrictions on property improvements in 
and near towns, although there would be 
constraints on new development to main- 
tain historic character. Some landowners 
would be negatively affected by restric- 
tions on new development or improve- 
ments in some areas outside of towns. 
There would also be minor to moderate 
benefits to landowners from a reduction in 
with recreational use in some areas of the 
riverway. 


CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


The entire viewshed of the riverway as 
seen from the river would not be encom- 
passed within the riverway boundaries, 
therefore, visual encroachments outside the 
boundary have the potential to impact the 
scenic resources of the riverway. In the 
federal zone, the high bluffs, rural char- 
acter, predominance of protected areas 
along this section of the river, the primarily 
unincorporated zoning, and the fact that the 
viewshed outside the boundary would be 
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less than the state-administered zone would 
mean that the concerns would not be as 
great here as in the state- administered 
zone. In this zone more of the viewshed 
would be outside the riverway boundary, 
the area would have a series of benches 
visible from the river, there would be less 
high bluff areas, more of the area wouid be 
incorporated, and its proximity to the 
mean greater growth. For those areas 
riverway boundary, local zoning standards 
would be the primary methods of control- 
ling scenic impacts to the riverway. Miti- 
gating methodologies such as the encour- 
a_-ment of the preservation and main- 
tenance of mature vegetation, planting of 
additional vegetative buffering, the protec- 
tion of cultural resources, and the prohibi- 
tion of the construction of any more ex- 
tremely visible towers within the viewshed 
would be beneficial to the preservation of 
the riverway’s scenic quality. Actions 
taken outside the riverway boundary could 
have negligible to major impacts on the 
scenic resources of the riverway, depend- 
ing on the magnitude of change. Therefore, 
the cumulative effects of NPS/state actions 
on the scenic quality of the viewshed 
would be negligibly to moderately bene- 
ficial, depending on the magnitude of 
changes to the scenic resources outside the 
riverway boundary. 


Impacts from increased recreational use 
within the riverway and managing agency 
actions would contribute incrementally to 
impacts from land use changes and popu- 
lation growth in the watershed and larger 
region. Overall, the land use management 
allocation would contribute to a minor 
positive cumulative impact within the 
riverway and watershed. 
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None of the management actions are 
expected to add substantively to the cumu- 
lative effects on cultural resources. Growth 
and land use changes could affect cultural 
resources adjacent to or within the view- 
shed of the riverway. The cumulative 
effects of the management actions would 
help mitigate the effects of population 
growth and development. 


Many communities and counties in 
Minnesota and Wisconsin are in the 
process of revising their comprehensive 
plans and related ordinances. Some of 
these revised plans and ordinances might 
include land use and development provis- 
ions applicable to the river corridor that 
would go beyond guidance provided in this 
document. Therefore, in some areas, cum- 
ulative impacts of land management 
measures might have negligible to mod- 
erate additional effects on certain property 
owners as compared to current conditions. 


The economic and population growth in 
the region is expected to continue. The 
relatively small number of jobs and 
expenditures on management of the 
riverway would only have a minor effect 
on the expected growth of the total 
economy of the region. Therefore, there 
would be no appreciable socioeconomic 
cumulative impacts from implementation 
of this alternative occurring in conjunction 
with the region’s expected overall 
population and economy of the region. 


RELATIONSHIP OF SHORT-TERM 
USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 


The proposed management area allocation, 
restrictions on island, shoreline, and boat- 


ing use, along with the proposed inventory, 
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monitoring, and research programs for the IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEV- 

riverway, would contribute to the long- ABLE COMMITMENT OF 

term protection and preservation of re- RESOURCES 

sources and scenic character of the land- 

scape. Maintenance of plant communities Some new residential and commercial 

would also enhance long-term productivity development would likely continue on 

of natural communities. private lands within the riverway bound- 
ary. Potentially, new river crossings might 
also occur. It is expected that this new 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS development would result in the long-term 
localized loss of vegetation, soils, and 

Some minor adverse impacts to natural wildlife habitat. 

resources would occur. This alternative, 

would place the fewest restrictions on Any action that led to the loss of individ- 

recreational use. In order to meet the scenic ual, federally listed mussel species or their 

and resource protection purposes of the habitat would contribute to the loss of the 

riverway development, restrictions on local species as an ecological and genetic 

landowners would implemented. To meet resource. It is possible that this alternative 

the recreational purposes of the riverway, would contribute to their decline. How- 

some conflicts between local landowners ever, it is expected that the implementation 

and recreational users would continue and of actions outlined in the recovery plans 

likely increase. for these species would avoid this situation 


and contribute to their conservation. 
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IMPACTS ON SCENIC RESOURCES 


acquisition would occur in implementing 
alternative B. The establishment of sever 
land management categories compared to 
two under the existing management 
resource protection, as compared to the no- 
action alternative. However, under this 
alternative, more restrictions would be 
imposed to avoid additional rural develop- 
ment that would be visible from the river. 
The riverway managing agencies would 
also require local governments to protect 
which would reduce potential impacts to 
scenic values in municipalities from new 
development. 

The following analysis evaluates scenic 
impact associated with the application of 
the land management areas on each river 
segment. 


The Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock 
Island: 3.5 miles. Scenic resources within 
the two state parks in this river segment 
would continue to be protected by state 
ownership (as they would be under the no- 
action alternative). No impact to scenic 
resources would occur because any future 
development would occur at existing 
development nodes, and scenic and 
relatively undisturbed natural areas would 
be maintained. Private lands in Minnesota 
in the southern portion of this segment 
would be classified as natural and would 
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receive increased protection as compared 

to the rural clessification under the no- 

action auernative. Additional development 

could still occur, but there would be fewer 

not be visible from the river. Consequently, f 
they would have no impact on scenic 

resources. 


Osceola Area (Rock Island to McLeod 
Slough): 10 miles. Osceola itself is 
classified as small town that would afford 
an increased level of scenic protection 
compared to the existing urban standard to 
the river. Most of this segment would be 
classified as natural, however, and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. Additional development 
could still occur, but there would be fewer 
new structures and those structures would 
not be visible from the river. Consequently, 
they would have no impact on scenic 
resources. 


Marine Area (McLeod Slough to Arcola 
Sandbar via Page’s Slough): 8.5 miles. 


Marine on St. Croix itself is classified as 
small town historic, which would afford an 
increased level of scenic protection com- 
pared to the existing urban standard. 
Additional restrictions would be placed on 
development to minimize new develop- 
ment visible from the river and also to 
protect historic character. William O’Brien 
State Park would receive the same high 
level of scenic resource protection as 
compared to the no-action alternative. 
Most of the remainder of this segment in 
Minnesota would be classified as rural 
residential and would receive increased 
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protection as compared to the rural 
alternative. The Wisconsin side of the river 
would be classified as natural and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
could still occur, but there would be fewer 
new structures and those structures would 
not be visible from the river. Consequently, 
they would have no impact on scenic 
resources. 


Rice Lake Flats (Dead Man’s Slough to 
Arcola Sandbar via St. Croix Islands 
Wildlife Area): 2.5 miles. St. Croix 
Islands Wildlife Area is owned by 
Wisconsin DNR and would receive the 
same high level of scenic resource protec- 
tion as compared to the no-action alterna- 
tive, which would maintain the undisturbed 
natural appearance. The remainder of this 
segment would be classified as natural and 
would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Additional 
development could still occur, but there 
would be fewer new structures and those 
structures would not be visible from the 
river. Consequently, they would have no 


impact on scenic resources. 


Arcola Gorge (Arcola Sandbar to Head 
of Lake St. Croix): 5 miles. The Minne- 
sota side of the river in this segment would 
be classified as rural residential and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. The Wisconsin side of 
the river would mostly be classified as 
natural and would receive increased pro- 
tection as compared to the rural classi- 
fication under the no-action alternative. 
Additional development could still occur, 





237 


Impacts of Alternative B 


but there would be fewer new structures 
and those structures would not be visible 
from the river. Consequently, they would 
have no impact on scenic resources. A 
small portion of the southern part of this 
segment in Wisconsin would be classified 
as rural residential and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. 


Urban Stillwater (Head of Lake St. 
Croix to Stillwater Downtown Courtesy 
Docks): 2 miles. The northern portion of 
this segment in Minnesota is not inten- 
sively developed; it would be classified as 
smal] town with the result that its level of 
scenic protection would be increased 
compared to the current urban classifica- 
tion. The southern portion of this segment 
includes the heavily developed downtown 
Stillwater area; it would be classified as 
river town, and additional restrictions 
would be placed on development to 
minimize new development visible from 
the river and also to protect historic 
character. This would provide slightly 
more scenic protection than the current 
urban classification, which would reduce 
potential scenic impacts. 


The Wisconsin side would be classified as 
rural residential and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. 


South Stillwater-Bayport Area 
(Stillwater Downtown Courtesy Docks 
to Andersen Point): 3 miles. Most of this 
segment in Minnesota would be classified 
as river town, and additional restrictions 
would be placed on development to 
minimize new development visible from 
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the river and also to protect historic 

more scenic protection than the current 
Point area would be classified as small 
town, with its level of scenic protection 
increased compared to the current urban 
classification. The Wisconsin side would 
be classified as rural residential and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 


Bayport-North Hudson Area (Andersen 
Point to Willow River Dam): 2 miles. In 
Minnesota, the area between Andersen 
Point and the south limits of Bayport 
would be classified as small town, with the 
result that its level of scenic protection 
would be increased compared to the 
current urban classification. The southern 
portion of this segment in Minnesota 
would be classified as rural residential and 
would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Most of the 
Wisconsin side would be classified as rural 
residential and would receive increased 
protection as compared to the rural classi- 
fication under the no-action alternative. 
The southern portion of this segment in 
Wisconsin lies in North Hudson and would 
be classified as small town, with the result 
that its level of scenic protection would be 
increased compared to the current urban 
classification. 


Urban Hudson (Willow River Dam to 
Interstate 94): 2 miles. The Minnesota 
side in this segment would be primarily 
classified as small town, with its level of 
scenic protection increased compared to 
the current urban classification. The 
Wisconsin side would be classified as river 
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town, and additional restrictions would be 
placed on development to minimize new 
development visible from the river and 
also to protect historic character. This 
would provide slight!y more scenic protec- 
impacts. 


Open Lake (Interstate 94 to Catfish 
Bar): 4.5 miles. The Minnesota side in this 
segment would be classified as small town, 
with the result that its level of scenic 
protection would be increased compared to 
the current urban classification. The south- 
em portion of Hudson would also be clas- 
sified as small town. The remainder of this 
segment in Wisconsin would be classified 
as rural residential and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. 


Catfish to Kinnickinnic (Catfish Bar to 
Kinnickinnic Narrows): 5 miles. In 
Minnesota, the old Afton village area 
would be classified as small town historic, 
with its level of scenic protection increased 
compared to the current urban classifica- 
tion, with additional restrictions on devel- 
opment to minimize new development 
visible from the river and also to protect 
historic character. The southern portion of 
Afton and the area south of Afton State 
Park, as well as all of the Wisconsin side, 
would be classified as rural residential and 
would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Afton State Park 
would receive the same high level of 
scenic resource protection as compared to 
the no-action alternative. 


Kinnickinnic Narrows: 0.5 miles. The 
Minnesota side of the river in this segment 











would be classified as rural residential and 
would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
State Park in Wisconsin would receive the 
same high level of scenic resource 
protection as compared to the no-action 
alternative. 


Kinnickinnic to Prescott (Kinnickinnic 
Narrows to Mississippi Confluence at 
Prescott): 6 miles. Much of the Minnesota 
side of the river in this segment would be 
classified as rural residential and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. St. Croix Bluffs Region- 
al Park would receive the same high level 
of scenic resource protection as compared 
to the no-action alternative. Carpenter 
Nature Center would be classified as nat- 
ural and would receive increased protec- 
tion as compared io the rural classification 
under the no-action alternative. In Wiscon- 
sin, the area north of Prescott would be 
classified as rural residential and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. Prescott would be 
classified as river town, which would 
provide slightly more scenic protection 
than the current urban classification. 

By encouraging the maintenance of 
significant plant communities on both 
public and private lands through voluntary 
actions, education, and awareness-building, 
these resources would remain part of the 
visual landscape of the riverway. These 
voluntary provisions could have a long- 
term beneficial impact on the visual 
resources of the riverway by preserving 
existing parcels of indigenous vegetation. 
However, these impacts would be minor to 
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negligible because these actions would be 

voluntary, and most individuals would 

consider these areas as natural landscapes 

whether or not the vegetative mosaics 

included a diversity of significant plant 
ois 


An amendment to the Wisconsin-managed 
forest law (Chapter NR 118) would be 
pursued, which would result in a long-term 


Continued a."herence to NPS policies that 
perpetuate native plant communities would 
result in a long-term, minor, beneficial 
impact to the scenic resources. Because 
minimal changes would be permitted in the 
number, type, scale, or characteristics of 
the river crossings (including the restric- 
tion of road, railroad, and overhead lines to 
existing corridors), there could be little 
noticeable change in the overhead visual 
intrusions on the riverway. Even though no 
increases would be allowed in the size or 
number of lines in existing submarine 
crossings, overhead utility lines could be 
relocated to existing submarine crossings. 
This latter action could reduce the amount 
of overhead visual intrusions on the 
riverway landscape. Otherwise, there 
would be negligible change to the visual 
resources of the riverway related to river 
crossings. Compared to the no-action 
alternative, the alternative B would avoid 
potentially major long-term impacts to 
scenic quality from construction of large- 
scale bridge crossings or relocation of 
transmission lines to highly scenic or 
largely undisturbed corridors. 


The primary goal of alternative B with 
respect to boating recreation would be to 
allow modest growth in total boating and 
to minimize user conflicts through in- 
creased regulation. The existing diversity 
of boating opportunities would remain, 
with the exception of extremely high-speed 
activity would be displaced to another 
resource. These impacts are evaluated for 
each river segment. 


Backwaters from the Dalles of the St. 
Croix to William O’Brien State Park: 16 
miles. The natural waters classification for 
this segment would be identical to the 
existing no-wake designation; the impact 
of alternative B would be the same as the 
no-action alternative, which would be to 
maintain the quiet and little-used character 
of the recreational experience. 


Backwaters from William O’Brien State 
Park to Arcola Sandbar: 6 miles. The 
natural classification for this segment 
would be identical to the existing no-wake 
designation; the impact of alternative B 
would be the same as the no-action 
alternative. 


Backwaters from Arcola Sandbar to 
north limits of Stillwater: 5 miles. The 





ment would be identical to the existing no- 
wake designation; the impact of alternative 
B would be the same as the no-action alter- 
native, which would be to maintain the 
quiet and little-used character of the 
recreational experience. 

Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock Island: 
for this segment would be identical to the 
impact of Alternative B would be the same 
as the no-action alternative, which would 
be to maintain the slow speeds, low noise 
levels, and the more social experience 
associated with relatively large numbers of 
canoers. 


Rock Island to McLeod’s Slough: 10 
this segment would be identical to the 
impact of alternative B would be the same 
as the no-action alternative. Thus, 
recreational use would be similar to the 
preceding river segment, although less 
the landing at Osceola where many rental 
canoe trips would continue to end. 


McLeod’s Slough to Arcola Sandbar: 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow-speed zone designation; the 
impact of alternative B would be the same 
as the no-action alternative. Opportunities 
would be maintained for a mixture of 
craft. 


Arcola Sandbar to north limits of 
Stillwater: 5 miles. The moderate recrea- 
tion classification for this segment would 
involve a speed limit and a possible restric- 
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tion on waterskiing. This is slightly differ- 
ent that the current rule, which involves no 
speed limit but a firm restriction on sum- 
mer weekend waterskiing. Congestion in 
this narrow area has become a concern and 
the imposition of a speed limit would be 
considered a positive impact on congestion 


Stillwater to Catfish Bar: 13.5 miles. The 
active social recreation classification for 
this segment would allow extremely high- 
speed boating to continue, although speed 
limits might be set in certain areas. The 
existing no-wake zones in the Hudson area 
would remain under alternative B. The 
concer about safety factors surrounding 
extremely high-speed boating (80 mph and 
greater) that occasionally occurs in this 
segment would continue. 


Catfish Bar to Prescott: 11.5 miles. The 
moderate recreation classification for this 
segment would involve a speed limit and a 
possible restriction on waterskiing; under 
the no-action alternative there would be no 
speed limit. The existing no-wake zones in 
the Catfish Bar and Kinnickinnic State 
Park areas would remain under alternative 
B. There has been growing concern about 
safety factors surrounding extremely high- 
speed boating (80 mph and greater) that 
occasionally occurs in this segment; which 
would be eliminated under alternative B, 
forcing boaters who want to travel at those 
speeds to use a different resource. The 
imposition of a speed limit in this area 
would be considered a minor positive 
impact on the environment. 


Camping Experience. A camping man- 
agement plan would be developed for boat- 
related camping north of Stillwater that 
would impose gradually increased restric- 
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tions on camping. This would result in 
fewer boat-in campsites than currently 
exist, enhancing privacy and reducing 
the opportunity for more social camping 
situations and reducing the overall number 
of camping ocvasinns, displacing some 
campers to another resource. At Hudson, 
campers without on-board toilets would be 
displaced. The «xtcome would be reduced 
shoreline erosion between the Arcola 
sandbar and Stillwater and reduced water 
quality problems there and at Hudson, but 
an increase in displaced recreational users. 


Conclusion 


Overall, alternative B would provide mi- 
nor, possibly negligible, positive impacts 
on recreational use. Some people might be 
negatively impacted by the additional 
regulation. Also, a few riverway users, 
those seeking to travel at high speeds and 
some island campers, would be displaced 
from part of the riverway. 


IMPACTS ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Water Quality 


Analysis. Overall boating totals are ex- 
pected to increase slightly under alternative 
B, therefore, water quality impacts from 
petroleum products or day-use boaters who 
do not use proper toilet facilities would be 
slightly higher than the no-action alterna- 
tive. Additional restrictions on camping 
north of Stillwater and at Hudson would 
have a slight positive impact on water 
quality as compared to the no-action alter- 
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native. There would be a slight decrease in 
total residential development in areas not 
served by public sewer, leading to slightly 
less risk of water quality impacts from 
failed on-site waste treatment systems (as 
compared to the n0-action alternative). 


Under alternative B th<ze could be some 
bridge and utility line replacements, which 
could have short term adverse effects on 
water quality, such as increased sedimenta- 
tion due to the installation of new bridge 
piers. Mitigation measures would likely 
environmental documents would be pre- 
pared before a bridge replacement would 
be approved.) 


Conclusion. With slightly increased use 
levels, the potential for pollution due to 
user activities would be slightly higher. 
Additional restrictions on camping north of 
Stillwater and at Hudson would have a 
slight positive impact on water quality. 
Some short-term impacts also could occur 
if bridges or transmission lines are re- 
placed. From a riverwide perspective, it is 
expected that pollution due to construction 
of potential developments would be short 
term, while pollution due to increased 
users would be transient and should have 
minor to negligible effects on pollutant 
levels. 


Soils 


Analysis. As under the no-action alterna- 
tive, additional development could occur, 
including residential development in rural 
areas. Consequently, some soils would still 
be lost to development, although new soil 
disturbance would likely be reduced in the 
park and natural management areas (43% 
of the lower riverway) where less develop- 





ment and more restrictive land use regula- 


tions would be employed. 


Slower boat speed limits in some areas 
would, to some extent, reduce the amount 
of shoreline erosion that occurs as a result 
of boat wakes. The area between the 
Arcola sandbar and Stillwater is the focus 
of much concern about wake-induced 
shoreline erosion, and a moderate speed 
limit there would likely do little to alter 
current impacts. With increasing boating 
use, shoreline erosion caused by boat 
wakes would be slightly increased as 
compared to the no-action alternative. 


Shoreline erosion, soil compaction, and the 
formation of social trails from campers 
would be slightly reduced, as compared to 
the no-action alternative, by limitations and 
overall reductions in camping north of 
Stillwater. Localized bluff erosion from 
foot trails would be about the same as the 
no-action alternative. 


There could be some bridge and utility line 
replacements under aliernative B, although 
only a few areas would likely be affected 
during the life of this plan. Since these 
replacements would only be permitted in 
existing corridors, additional soil disturb- 
ance would be limited to areas that likely 
have already been altered. (Additional 
environmental documentation, with 
mitigation measures, would be required 
before these crossings would be approved.) 
Potential soil disturbance that could occur 
from new submarine crossings would be 
prevented. 


If the Army Corps of Engineers needed to 
do some dredging at the Kinnickinnic 
Narrows, this alternative would reduce the 
amount of dredged material that would 
need to be removed and disposed. If the 
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dredged material could be reused for other 
purposes, soil in the riverway or nearby 
would not be altered by the disposal of the 
material. (The 1997 Channel Maintenance 
Management Plan directs that dredged 
material from the Kinnickinnic Narrows be 
placed on the delta at Kinnickinnic State 
park for beach nourishment.) 


Conclusion. Under alternative B, shoreline 
erosion would continue or slightly acceler- 
ate as river use increased. This would have 
minor negative, long-term impacts on soils 
in localized areas on riverbanks and the 
islands. However, the actions proposed for 
managing the islands and public shoreline 
north of Stillwater wouid be expected to 
have a positive effect, reducing erosion and 
soil compaction. There would also be the 
potential for soil loss and disturbance due 
to new developments on private lands and 
from bridge relocations. However, the land 
use Management areas wouid prevent po- 
tential soil disturbance and loss on a large 
portion of the lower riverway. From an 
overall perspective, compared to current 
conditions alternative B probably would 
have a long-term, negligible to minor, 
positive impact. 


Vegetation 


Analysis. Alternative B would share many 
of the same beneficial and negative im- 
pacts described under the preferred alterna- 
tive. The alternative would have a bene- 
ficial effect in minimizing the loss of 
vegetation due to new development in the 
park and natural zones (43% of the 
riverway in alternative B). Alternative B 
also would have a minor positive effect on 
plant communities if the Wisconsin 
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Department of Natural Resources proposed 
amendment to the state land use standards 


within the riverway is adopted. 


Both alternative B and the preferred 
alternative would have the same effects on 
vegetation due to bridge/utility line 
replacements and dredging. Very little 
additional vegetation would be lost or 
disturbed due to bridge and utility line 
replacements, and this disturbance 
probably wouid be limited to areas that 
already have been altered. If dredging 
occurred between Stillwater and Prescott, 
alternative B would reduce the amount of 
vegetation that would be lost due to the 
deposition of dredged material. However, 
unlike the previous action alternatives, 
alternative B would not allow additional 
submarine crossings. This would prevent 
potential impacts on vegetation due to the 
construction of new pipelines near the 
riverbanks. 


Alternative B would have the same type of 
impacts as the preferred alternative due to 
motorboat use. Boat wakes are believed to 
be affecting vegetation along the shoreline 
and islands, and this impact would con- 
tinue, particularly in heavily used stretches 
and/or stretches that high-speed boats use. 
Imposition of moderate speed limits from 
Arcola sandbar to Stillwater and below 
Catfish Bar would a have negligible 
positive impact on shoreline erosion. 


Users would continue to trample vegeta- 
tion in localized areas when they picnic on 
the shoreline and islands and camp on the 
islands south of Stillwater (i.e., the Hudson 
islands). Some users probably would con- 
tinue to damage trees, stripping bark from 
birch trees, cutting saplings, and pulling 
down branches for firewood. Disturbance 
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of soils also would increase the likelihood 
of exotic plants like spotied knapweed and 
purple loosestrife becoming established. 
However, alternative B should have a 
beneficial effect on the islands and public 
shorelines north of Stillwater, reducing the 
loss of vegetation, due to increased restric- 
tious on camping. Limiting camping in 


Conclusion. Like the other action alterna- 
tives, alternative B would have both 
negative and beneficial effects on the 
riverway’s vegetation. Vegetative com- 
munities would continue to be altered and 
lost due to the activities of users and new 
developments in the riverway. Some minor 
vegetation loss also would occur if bridge 
or transmission line replacements were 
built. On the other hand, the land manage- 
ment area allocation would have a bene- 
ficial effect, helping ensure the protection 
of vegetation on a large portion of the low- 
er riverway. Efforts to maintain significant 
plant communities as weil as restrictions 
on camping would also have a positive 
effect on the riverway vegetation. 


From an overall perspective, most of the 
riverway’s vegetation would not be affect- 
ed by users, new developments, or the 
managing agencies. Compared to the 
current situation, alternative B would be 
expected to have a negligible to minor, 
long-term, positive impact on the river- 
way’s vegetation. 


Fish and Wildlife 


Analysis. Impacts on wildlife would not be 
significantly different for alternative B than 
the no-action alternative. Most of the lower 
riverway Management actions in this 
alternative would continue to promote the 
protection of fish and wildlife populations 
and habitats. No actions would be taken 
that would adversely affect areas known to 
be of special importance for breeding, 
nesting, foraging, or wintering. 


Rural home development creates patches 
that disrupt the movement of some wild- 
life, especially those most sensitive to 
human activity. There would be slightly 
less new ruial home development under 
alternative B as compared to the no-action 
alternative, but the differences in terms of 
wildlife impacts are likely not measurable, 
especially considering much of the rural 
home development that could occur in the 
riverway has already been built. 


Many of the lower riverway’s wildlife 
populations and habitats have already been 
affected in varying degrees by recreational 
users and nearby developments. Some 
individual animals might be disturbed or 
temporarily displaced by the sounds of 
more motorboats and groups floating down 
the river, but this is not expected to 
substantially affect the lower riverway’s 
fish and wildlife populations. 


Conclusion. Impacts on fish and wildlife 


populations would be expected to be 
negligible to minor. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species 


Analysis. Implementation of alternative B 
would not significantly change the number 
of recreational boats using the river as 
compared to the no-action alternative. The 
potential for recreational impacts is not 
expected to change with the continued use 
of appropriate mitigation (e.g., keeping 
people away from bald eagle nests). This 
alternative would maintain the diversity of 
native plant communities on federal and 
State lands, and encourage private land- 
owners to do likewise, which should help 
protect species like the Karner blue butter- 
fly. A slight reduction in new rural home 
development could decrease the potential 
for impacts to some threatened and 
endangered species. Therefore, this alterna- 
tive would not likely adversely affect 
threatened and endangered species (with 
the possible exception of certain mussel 
species). 

Like ali of the action alternatives, there is 
the potential in alternative B that the 
federally listed Higgins’ eye and winged 
mapleleaf mussels could be adversely 
affected. However, it is not known what 
effect these activities are having on the 
Higgins’ eye and winged mapleleaf mussel 
populations — recreational uses are likely 
“taking” individual mussels, which may be 
adversely affecting these species. 


The following goals, strategies, or actions 
would support the protection and recovery 
of these species: protection and improve- 
ment of water quality, development of a 
public information/education program that 
includes mussels, development of means to 
improve mussel information/coordination 
among various agencies, organizations, 
etc., continued enforcement of regulations 
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prohibiting harvesting or taking of mus- 
sels, and implementation of the zebra 
mussel response plan (see “Management 
Directions Common to All Alternatives” 
section). The managing agencies would 
also implement their respective compo- 
nents of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s 
recovery plans for the winged mapleleaf 
mussei and the Higgins’ eye mussel. These 
components address a wide variety of 
tasks, including actions to minimize human 
disturbance and destruction to the federally 
listed mussels, such as quantification of the , 
magnitude of potential threats like 
harvesting, swimming, wading, digging, 
and small recreational watercraft and 
identification of specific geographic 
locations of greatest concer; posting of 
educational signs; presenting educational 
programs; and review of paddleboat 
operations to minimize boat operation 
impacts. 


Conclusion. The expected uses, user 
numbers, and developments under alterna- 
tive B are not likely to adversely affect 
most federal and state listed species in the 
lower riverway (with adequate surveys, 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service and state biologists, and the 
application of appropriate mitigation 
measures). Recreational activities already 
might be adversely affecting the federally 
endangered Higgins’ eye and winged 
mapleleaf mussel on the lower St. Croix. 
Formal consultations would need to be 
initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to determine what actions need to 
be taken to ensure the conservation of 
these species. 
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This alternative would focus on main- 
taining the current (1997) visual qualities 
of the riverway . There would be less 
potential for new development under this 
alternative than under alternative A. 
Maintaining the landscape’s visual 
qualities would pose no adverse impacts 
for the cultural resources in the riverway. 


Alternative B would require local govern- 
ments in the river town and small town 
ictaatn diatuicts to , 

ing histori fevelog pe sing 
new development to be consistent with the 
historic character of those communities. 
As a result, alt: .native B would result in 
minor improvements in protection of 
cultural resources. 


Archeological resources would be at a 
lower risk due to increased restrictions in 
areas within the riverway. Any increased 
use of public shoreline should pose no 
impacts on these resources, since these 
areas were previously disturbed. Minor 
restrictions placed on camping would be 
used to protect sensitive archeological 
sites. 


The number, significance, and condition of 
the riverway’s cultural landscapes currently 
is unknown. However, this alternative 
would pose no adverse impacts on any 
significant cultural or historic landscapes 
that may later be identified in the riverway. 
Maintaining the riverway’s visual qualities 
by restricting development would mini- 
mize impacts on the riverway’s cultural 
landscapes. The completion of the cultural 
landscape inventory would enhance future 
planning efforts to protect these resources. 
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Conclusion 


Cultural resources would be at minimal 
risk under this alternative because of the 
emphasis on maintaining the riverway’s 
tive would result in minor improvements in 
protection of cultural resources in the river 
Archeological resources would face mini- 
mal nsks cue to restrictions on develop- 
ment within those portions of the riverway 
that would be visible from the riverway. 
Restriction on development would help 
safeguard any significant cultural land- 
scapes that might be identified in the 
cultural landscape inventory. 


IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC 
ENVIRONMENT 


Local Economy 


Analysis. There would be little direct eco- 
nomic impact because no additional large 
expenditures by the states or by the Park 
Service are proposed. Application of the 
land management areas would not result in 
greatly different restrictions on new devel- 
opment for most areas within the riverway. 
Placement of the new land management 
categories would be similar to the existing 
incorporated and unincorporated classifi- 
cations. Exceptions to this would be areas 
designated as natural where increased re- 
strictions would likely occur (although 
development could still occur) and in 
towns where some restrictions would be 
reduced (but with historic structure protec- 
tion). Consequently, limited additional 
negligidle to minor impacts on the long- 
term property tax base of the local com- 
munities due to restrictions on new devel- 
opment would occur. Existing positive 
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effects on the local economy from expendi- 
tures from tourists and other recreationists 
would continue, but would not be 


appreciably changed. 
Conclusion. Positive impacts to the local 
economy would be negligible to minor 
compared to the no-action alternative. 


Tourism 


Analysis. Tourism in the St. Croix Valley 
is partially linked to the area’s historic 
character. In that context, alternative B’s 
emphasis on historic structure protection 
and enhancement of the historic character 
of valley communities would have a minor 
positive impact on tourism. Boating-related 
tourism would increase slightly. 


Conclusion. There would be some negli- 
gible to mi: U7 positive effects on tourism. 


Land Values 


Analysis. Land values would not be 
impacted by the preferred alternative. 
Local property values have probably been 
and would likely continue to be bene- 
ficially affected by the presence of the 
riverway as under the no-action alternative. 


Conclusion. There would be no new 
impacts on land values. 


Landownership/Landowners 


Analysis. Alternative B proposes a modest 
increase in scenic easement acquisition by 
the two states; National Park Service 
acquisition is essentially complete and 
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would not change. As a result alternative B 
would have negligible impact on land- 
ownership. 


In general under alternative B, land use 
regulations would be slightly more restric- 
tive than under the no-action alternative, 
considering much of the rural home devel- 
opment that could occur has already been 
built. Thus, alternative B could affect some 
landowners in a manner that would have a 
minor to moderate impact on flexibility in 
developing their property when compared 
to the no-action alternative. 


There would be a minor to moderate 
beneficial impact for local landowners in 
some areas of the riverway due to a 
reduction in conflicts with recreational 
users, particularly in popular camping 
areas north of Stillwater. Local landowners 
would also likely benefit from a reduction 
in the periodic loud noise generated by 
higher boat speeds and some minimal 
reduced shoreline effects from wave 
action. 


Conclusion. There would be negligible 
impacts on landownership. Some landown- 
ers would benefit from reduced restrictions 
on property improvements, although there 
would be constraints on new development 
to maintain historic character. Some land- 
owners would be negatively affected by 
restrictions on new development or im- 
provements in areas outside of towns. 
There would also be minor to moderate 
benefits to landowners from a reduction in 
conflicts and shoreline erosion associated 
with recreational use in some areas of the 
riverway. 


AY) 














ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES 


CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


The entire viewshed of the riverway as 
seen from the river would not be en- 
compassed within the riverway boundaries, 
therefore, visual encroachments outside the 
boundary have the potential to impact the 
scenic resources of the riverway. In the 
federal zone, the high bluffs, rural charac- 
ter, predominance of protected areas along 
this section of the river, the primarily unin- 
corporated zoning, and the fact that the 
viewshed outside the boundary would be 
less than the state-admiaistered zone would 
mean that the concerns would not be as 
great here as in the state- administered 
zone. In this zone more of the viewshed 
would be outside the riverway boundary, 
the area would have a series of benches 
visible from the river, there would be less 
high biuff areas, more of the area would be 
incorporated, and its proximity to the 
Minneapolis/St. Paul area would mean 
greater growth. 


For those areas within the viewshed, yet 
outside the riverway boundary, local 
zoning standards would be the primary 
methods of controlling scenic impacts to 
the riverway. Mitigating methodologies 
such as the encouragement of the preser- 
vation and maintenance of mature vegeta- 
tion, planting of additional vegetative 
buffering, the protection of cultural re- 
sources, and the prohibition of the 
construction of any more extremely visible 
towers within the viewshed would be 
beneficial to the preservation of the river- 
way’s scenic quality. Actions taken outside 
the riverway boundary could have negli- 
gible to major impacts on the scenic 
resources of the riverway, depending on 
the magnitude of change. Therefore, the 
cumulative effects of NPS/state actions on 
the scenic quality of the viewshed would 


be negligibly to moderately beneficial, 
depending on the magnitude of changes to 
the scenic resources outside the riverway 


boundary. 


from recreational use within the riverway 
and managing agency actions would con- 
tribute incrementally to impacts from land 
use changes and population growth in the 
watershed and larger region. Overall, the 
land use management allocation would 

contribute to a minor positive cumulative 
impact within the riverway and watershed. 


None of the management actions are ex- 
pected to add substantively to the cumu- 
lative effects on cultural resources. Growth 
and land use changes could affect cultural 
resources adjacent to or within the view- 
shed of the riverway. The cumulative 
effects of the management actions would 
help mitigate the effects of population 
growth and development. 


Many communities and counties in Min- 
nesota and Wisconsin are in the process of 
revising their comprehensive plans and 
related ordinances. Some of these revised 
plans and ordinances may include land use 
and development provisions applicable to 
the river corridor that would go beyond 
guidance provided in this document. 


The economic and population growth in 
the region is expected to continue. The 
relatively small number of jobs and ex- 
penditures on management of the riverway 
would only have a minor effect on the 
expected growth of the total economy of 
the region. Therefore, there would be no 
appreciable socioeconomic cumulative 
impacts from implementation of this 
alternative occurring in conjunction with 
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The proposed management area allocation, 
restrictions on island, shoreline, and boat- 
ing use, along with the proposed inventory, 
monitoring, and research programs for the 
riverway, would contribute to the long- 
term protection and preservation of re- 
sources and scenic character of the land- 
scape. The maintenance of plant communi- 
ties would also enhance long-term produc- 
tivity of natural communities. 


UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 


Some minor to locally moderate adverse 
impacts to natural resources would occur. 
In the process of resolving conflicts among 
different uses or reducing resource im- 
pacts, restrictions would be placed on 
particular uses, having an adverse effect on 
some users. In order to meet the scenic and 
resource protection purposes of the river- 
way development restrictions on local 
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landowner would implement. To meet 
the recreational purposes of t/ic :verway, 
some conflicts between local landowners 
and recreational users would continue. 


IRREVERSIBLE AND 
IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT 
OF RESOURCES 


development would likely continue to 
occur on private lands within the riverway 
boundary. Potentially, new river crossings 
may also occur. It is expected that this new 
development would result in the long-term 
localized loss of vegetation, soils, and 
wildlife habitat. 


Any action that led to the loss of individual 
federally listed mussel species or their 
habitat would contribute to the loss of the 
species as an ecological and genetic re- 
source. It is possible that this alternative 
would contribute to their decline. How- 
ever, it is expected that the implementation 
of actions outlined in the recovery plans 
for these species would avoid this situation 
and contribute to their conservation. 
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C 


IMPACTS ON SCENIC RESOURCES 


Scenic resources would be affected under 
alternative C in exactly the same fashion as 
alternative B. Overall, alternative C would 
have a moderate positive impact on scenic 
resources compared to the no-action 
alternative. Also, potentially major long- 
term impacts from changes to river cross- 
ings would be avoided. 


IMPACTS ON RECREATIONAL USE 


Analysis 


The primary goal of alternative C with 
respect to boating recreation is to freeze 
the amount of total boating in the riverway 
at current levels and to minimize user 
conflicts through boating regulations. 
Impacts are evaluated for each river 
segment. 


Backwaters from the Dalles of the St. 
Croix to William O’Brien State Park: 16 
miles. The natural waters classification for 
this segment would be identical to the 
existing no-wake designation. The impact 
of alternative C would be the same as the 
no-action alternative, which would be to 
maintain the quiet and little-used character 
of the recreational experience. 


Backwaters from William O’Brien State 
Park to Arcola Sandbar: 6 miles. The 
natural waters classification for this seg- 
ment would be identical to the existing no- 
wake designation; the impact of alternative 
C would be the same as the no-action 


alternative. 
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Backwaters from Arcola Sandbar to 
north limits of Stillwater: 5 miles. The 
natural waters classification for this seg- 
ment would be identical to the existing no- 
wake designation; the impact of alternative 
C would be the same as the no-action 
alterm tive. 


Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock Island: 
3.5 miles. The quiet waters classification 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow speed zone designation. The 
impact of alternative C would be the same 
as the no-action alternative, which would 
be to maintain the slow speeds, low noise 
levels, and the more social experience _ 
associated with relatively large numbers of 
canoers. 


Rock Island to McLeod’s Slough: 10 
miles. The quiet waters classification for 
this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow speed zone designation. The 
impact of Alternative C would be the same 
as the no-action alternative. 


McLeod’s Slough to Arcola Sandbar: 
8.5 miles. The quiet waters classification 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow speed zone designation; the 
impact of alternative C would be the same 
as the no-action alternative. 


Arcola Sandbar to north limits of 
Stillwater: 5 miles. The moderate recrea- 
tion classification for this segment would 
involve a speed limit and a possible 
restriction on waterskiing. This is slightly 
different that the current rule, which in- 
volves no speed limit but a firm restriction 
on summer weekend waterskiing. Conges- 
tion in this narrow area has become a 
concern and the imposition of a speed limit 
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would be considered a positive impact on 


Stillwater to Catfish Bar: 13.5 miles. The 
this segment would allow extremely high- 
speed boating to continue, alihough speed 
limits might be set in certain areas. The 
existing no-wake zones in the Hudson area 
would remain under alternative C. The 
concern about safety factors surrounding 
extremely high-speed boating (80 mph and 
greater) that occasionally occurs in this 
segment would continue. 


Catfish Bar to Prescott: 11.5 miles. The 
active social recreation classification for 
this segment would allow extremely high- 
speed boating to continue, although speed 
limits might be set in certain areas. The 
existing no-wake zones in the Catfish Bar 
remain under alternative C. The concern 
about safety factors surrounding extremely 
high-speed boating (80 mph and greater) 
that occasionally occurs in this segment 
would continue. 


Camping Experience. A camping 
management plan would be developed for 
boat-related camping north of Stillwater 
that would impose gradually increased 
restrictions on camping. This would result 
in fewer boat-in campsites than currently 
exist, enhancing privacy and reducing 
shoreline erosion problems. However, the 
opportunity for more social camping and 
overali number of camping occasions 
would be reduced, displacing some 
campers to another resource. At Hudson, 
campers without on-board toilets would be 
displaced. The outcome would be reduced 
shoreline erosion between the Arcola 
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Sandbar and Stillwater and reduced water 


quality problems there and at Hudson, but 
an increase in displaced recreational users. 


Conclusion 


Overall, alternative C would have minor 
positive impacts on recreational use. The 
existing diversity ~* boating opportunities 
would continue where extremely high- 
speed boating activities occurred occasion- 
ally south of Stillwater. 


IMPACTS ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Water Quality 


Analysis. Slower beat speed limits would, 
to some extent, reduce the amount of 
shoreline erosion that occurs as a result of 
boat wakes. The area between the Arcola 
sandbar and Stillwater is the focus of much 
concern about wake-induced shoreline 
erosion, and the proposed moderate speed 
limit there would likely do little to alter 


current impacts. 


Overall boating totals are expected to 
remain unchanged under alternative C, so 
water quality impacts from petroleum 
products or day-use boaters who do not use 
proper toilet facilities would be less than 
the no-action alternative. Additional 
restrictions on camping north of Stillwater 
and at Hudson would have a slight positive 
impact on water quality as compared to the 
no-action alternative. There would be a 
slight decrease in total residential develop- 
ment in areas not served by public sewer, 
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leading to slightly less risk of water quality 
impacts from failed on-site waste treatment 
systems (as compared to the no-action 
alternative). 


River crossings would be affected the same 
way under alternative C as desciibed under 
alternative B. There could be some bridge 
have short term adverse effects on water 
quality, although mitigation measures 
detailed environmental documents would 
be prepared before a bridge or a utility line 
replacement would be approved.) 


Conclusion. With use levels being frozen, 
the potential for pollution due to user 
activities would remain the same as now. 
Additional restrictions on camping north of 
Stillwater and at Hudson would have a 
slight positive impact on water quality. 
Some short-term impacts could be caused 
by bridges or utility line replacements. 
From a riverwide perspective, it is ex- 
pected that pollution due to construction of 
potential developments would be short 
term, while pollution due to users would be 
diluted and dispersed. Compared to current 
conditions, alternative C would likely have 
a minor, positive, long-term impact on the 
riverway’s overall water quality. 


Analysis. As under the no-action alterna- 
tive, additional development could occur, 
including residential development in rural 
areas. Consequently, some soils would still 
be lost to development, although new soil 
disturbance would likely be reduced in the 
park and natural management areas (43% 
of the lower riverway) where less develop- 
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ment and more restrictive land use regula- 
tions would be employed. 


Shoreline erosion caused by boat wakes 
would be similar to the no-action alterna- 
tive. The imposition of speed limits from 
the Arcola sandbar south would have a 
negligible impact on shoreline erosion 
caused by boat wakes. 


Shoreline erosion, soil compaction, and the 
formation of social trails from campers 
would be slightly reduced, as compared to 
the no-action alternative, by limitations and 
overall reductions in camping north of 
Stillwater. Localized bluff erosion from 
foot trails would be about the same as the 
no-action alternative. 


Only a few areas would be affected by 
the life of this plan. It is expected that 
mitigation measures would keep impacts 
localized and minor to moderate in 
magnitude. (Additional environmental 
documentation, with mitigation measures, 
would be required before these crossings 
would be approved.) Because bridge and 
utility line replacements would only be 
permitted in existing corridors, additional 
soil disturbance would be limited to areas 
that likely have already been altered. 


If the Army Corps of Engineers needed to 
do some dredging at the Kinnickinnic 
Narrows. this alternative would reduce the 
amount of dredged material that would 
need to be removed and disposed. If the 
dredged material could be reused for other 
purposes, soil in the riverway or nearby 
would not be altered by the disposal of the 
material. (The 1997 Channel Maintenance 
Management Plan directs that dredged 
material from the Kinnickinnic Narrows be 
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placed on the delta at Kinnickinnic State 
park for beach nourishment.) 


Conclusion. With a freeze on use levels, 
alternative C would have a lower potential 
would be less in areas used by campers. 
This would have negligible to minor long- 
term positive impacts on soils in localized 
areas, particularly on riverbanks and the 
ance would be expected from new develop- 
ment on some private lands. However, the 
land use management area allocation 
would be beneficial, minimizing potential 
soil disturbance and loss on a large portion 
of the riverway. From an overall riverway 
perspective, compared to current condi- 
tions, alternative C would likely have a 
negligible to minor positive impact. 


Vegetation 


Analysis. Alternative C would have the 
same beneficial and negative impacts 
described under alternative B. The alterna- 
tive would have a beneficial effect in mini- 
mizing the loss of vegetation due to new 
development in the park and natural zones 
(43% of the riverway in alternative B). 
Alternative C also would have « minor 
positive effect on plant communities if the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Re- 
sources proposed amendment to the state 
land use standards within the riverway is 
adopted. 


Both alternative C and the preferred 
alternative would have the same effects on 
vegetation due to bridge/utility line 
replacements and dredging. Little addi- 
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tional vegetation would be lost or disturbed 
due to bridge and utility line replacements, 
and this disturbance probably would be 
limited to areas that already have been 
altered. If dredging occurred between 
Stillwater and Prescott, alternative C 
would reduce the amount of vegetation that 
would be lost due to the deposition of 
previous action alternatives, alternative C 
impacts on vegetation due to the 
construction of new pipelines near the 
riverbanks. 


Alternative C would have the same type of 
impacts as the preferred alternative due to 
motorboat use. Boat wakes are believed to 
be affecting vegetation along the shoreline 
and islands, and this impact would con- 
tinue, particularly in heavily used stretches 
and/or stretches that high-speed boats use. 
Imposition of moderate speed limits from 
Arcola sandbar south would a have negli- 
gible positive impact on shoreline erosion. 


Users would continue to trample vegeta- 
tion in localized areas when they picnic on 
the shoreline and islands and camp on the 
islands south of Stillwater (i.e., the Hudson 
islands). Some users probably would con- 
tinue to damage trees, stripping bark from 
birch trees, cutting saplings, and pulling 
down branches for firewood. Disturbance 
of soils also would increase the likelihood 
of exotic plants like spotted knapweed and 
purple loosestrife becoming established. 
However, alternative C should have a 
beneficial effect on the islands and public 
shorelines north of Stillwater, reducing the 
loss of vegetation, due to increased restric- 
tions on camping. Limiting camping in 
areas to designated sites would be expected 
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to reduce the extent of vegetation disturb- 
ance and encourage native plants to be- 
come reestablished (although day users 
exotics). 


Conclusion. Like the other action alterna- 
tives, alternative C would have both nega- 
tive and beneficial effects on the river- 
way’s vegetation. Vegetative communities 
would continue to be altered and lost due 
to the activities of users and new develop- 
ments in the riverway. Some minor vegeta- 
tion loss also would occur if bridge or 

On the other hand, the land management 
area allocation would have a beneficial 
effect, helping ensure the protection of 
vegetation on a large portion of the lower 
riverway. Efforts to maintain significant 
pliant communities as well as restrictions 
on camping would also have a positive 
effect on the riverway vegetation. 


From an overall perspective, most of the 
riverway’s vegetation would not be 
affected by users, new developments, or 
the management agencies. Compared to the 
current situation, alternative C would be 
expected to have a negligible to minor, 
long-term, positive impact on the river- 
way’s vegetation. 


Fish and Wildlife 


Analysis. Impacts on wildlife would not be 
significantly different for Alternative C 
than the no-action alternative. Most of the 
lower riverway management actions in this 
alternative would continue to promote the 
protection of fish and wildlife populations 
and habitats. No actions would be taken 
that would adversely affect areas known to 
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be of special importance for breeding, 
nesting, foraging, or wintering. 


Rural home development creates patches 
that disrupt the movement of some wild- 
life, especially those most sensitive to 
human activity. There would be slighily 
less new rural home development under 
Alternative C as compared to the no-action 
alternative, but the differences in wildlife 
impacts would not likely be measurable, 
especially considering much of the rural 
home development that could occur in the 
riverway has already been built. 


Many of the lower riverway’s wildlife 
populations and habitats have already been 
affected in varying degrees by recreational 
users and nearby developments. Some 
individual animals might be disturbed or 
temporarily displaced by the sounds of 
more motorboats and groups floating down 
the river, but this is not expected to sub- 
stantially affect the lower riverway’s fish 
and wildlife populations. 


Conclusion. Impacts on fish and wildlife 


populations would be expected to be 
negligible to minor. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


Analysis. The potential for recreational 
impacts is not expected to change with the 
freeze in use levels and continued use of 
mitigation as necessary. This alternative 
would maintain the diversity of plant 
communities on federal and state lands, 
and encourage private landowners to do 
likewise, which could benefit species like 
the Karner blue butterfly. A slight reduc- 
tion in new rural home development could 
decrease the potential for impacts to some 
threatened and endangered species. 
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Overall, this alternative would not likely 
adverse] affect threatened and endangered 
species (with the possible exception of 
certain mussel species). 


There is the potential in alternative C that 
the federally listed Higgins’ eye and 
winged mapleleaf mussels could be 
adversely affected as described in the 
previous alternatives. However, it is not 
known how the Higgins’ eye and winged 
mapleleaf mussel populations would be 
affected — recreational uses would likely 
“take” individual mussels, which may be 
adversely affecting these species. It is not 
known if freezing use at current levels 
would affect this. 


The same goals, strategies, or actions to 
support protection and recovery of these 
species described in alternative B would be 
applied under alternative C (see “Manage- 
ment Directions Common to All Alterna- 
tives” section). The managing agencies 
would also implement their respective 
components of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s 
recovery plans for the winged mapleleaf 
mussel and the Higgins’ eye mussel. These 
components address a wide variety of 
tasks, including actions to minimize human 
disturbance and destruction to the federally 
listed mussels, such as quantification of the 
magnitude of potential treats (harvesting, 
swimming, wading, digging, small recrea- 
tional watercraft, and commercial paddle- 
wheel watercraft) and identification of 
specific geographic locations of greatest 
concern; posting of educational signs; 
conduction of educational programs; and 
review of paddleboat operations to 
minimize boat operation impacts. 


Conclusion. The expected uses, user 
numbers, and developments under alterna- 
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tive C are not likely to adversely affect 
most federal and state listed species in the 
lower riverway (with adequate surveys, 
consultai.on with the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service and state biologists, and the 
application of appropriate mitigation 
measures). With regard to the federally 
endangered Higgins’ eye and winged 
mapleleaf mussel populations, there are 
already may be adversely affecting the 
populations on the lower St. Croix. In 
particular, existing use levels near Hudson 
and in the Interstate Park area (where the 
mussels primarily occur) may be affecting 
these populations. Freezing existing use 
levels may not change the impacts that are 
occurring. Thus, formal consultations 
would still need to be initiated with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to deter- 
mine what actions need to be taken to 
ensure the conservation of the two mussei 


species. 


IMPACTS ON CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 


Analysis 


This alternative would focus on main- 
taining the current visual qualities of the 
riverway. Maintaining the landscape’s 
visual qualities would pose no adverse 
impacts for the cultural resources in the 
riverway. Alternative C would require 
local governments in the river town and 
small town historic districts to develop 
ordinances protecting historic structures 
and requiring new development to be 
consistent with the historic character of 
those communities. As a result, alternative 
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C would result in minor improvements in 
protection of cultural resources. 


Archeological resources would be at a 
lower risk due to increased restrictions on 
areas within t! »ortion of the riverway 
that is visible irom the river. Minor 
restrictions placed on camping would be 
used to protect sensitive archeological 
Sites. 


The number, significance, and condition of 
the riverway’s cultural landscapes currently 
is unknown. However, this alternative 
would pose no adverse impacts on any 
significant cultural or historic landscapes 
that may later be identified in the riverway. 
Maintaining the riverway’s visual qualities 
by restricting development would mini- 
mize impacts on the riverway’s cultural 
landscapes. The completion of the cultural 
landscape inventory would enhance future 
planning efforts to protect these resources. 


Conclusion. Cultural resources would be 
at minimal risk under this alternative 
because of the emphasis on maintaining 
the riverway’s 1997 visual qualities. 
Additionally, this alternative would result 
in minor improvements in protection of 
cultural resources in the river town and 
small town historic districts. Archeological 
resources would face minimal risks due to 
restrictions on development. Restriction on 
development would help safeguard any 
significant cultural landscapes that might 
be identified in the cultural landscape 
inventory. 
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IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC 
ENVIRONMENT 


Local Economy 


Analysis. There would be little direct 
economic impact because no additional 
large expenditures by the states or by the 
Park Service is proposed. Application of 
the land management areas would not 
result in greatly different restrictions on 
new development for most areas within the 
riverway. Placement of the new land man- 
agement categories would be similar to the 
existing incorporated and unincorporated 
classifications. Exceptions to this would be 
areas designated as natural where increased 
restrictions would likely occur (although 
development could still occur) and in 
towns where some restrictions would be 
reduced (but with historic structure 
protection). Consequently, limited addi- 
tional negligible to minor impacts on the 
long-term property tax base of the local 
communities due to restrictions on new 
development would occur. Existing 
positive effects on local economy from 
expenditures from tourists and other 
recreationists would continue, but would 
not be appreciably changed. 


Conclusion. Positive impacts to the local 
economy would be negligible to minor 
compared to the no-action alternative. 


Tourism 


Analysis. Tourism in the St. Croix Valley 
is partially linked to the area’s historic 
character. In that context, alternative C’s 
emphasis on historic structure protection 
and enhancement of the historic character 
of valley communities would have a minor 
positive impact on tourism. Boating-related 
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tourism would not be permitted to increase, 
possibly offsetting the minor positive 
impact noted above. 


Conclusion. There would be some negli- 
gible to minor positive effects on tourism, 
that may possibly be offset by precluding 
any increase in boating-related tourism. 


Land Values 


Analysis. Land values would not be 
impacted by Alternative C. Local property 
values have probably been and would 
likely continue to be beneficially affected 
by the presence of the riverway as under 
the no-action alternative. 


Conclusion. There would be no new 
impacts on land values. 


Landownership/Landowners 


Analysis. Alternative C proposes a modest 
increase in scenic easement acquisition by 
the two states; National Park Service 
acquisition is essentially complete and 
would not change. As a result, alternative 
C would have negligible impact on land 
ownership. 


In general under alternative C, land use 
regulations would be slightly more 
restrictive in rural areas than under the no- 
action alternative, considering much of the 
rural home development that could occur 
has already been built. Thus, alternative C 
could affect some landowners in a manner 
that would have a minor to moderate 
impact on flexibility in developing their 
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property when compared to the no action 
alternative. 


There would be a minor to moderate 
beneficial impact for local landowners in 
some areas of the riverway due to a 
reduction in conflicts with recreational 
users and some shoreline erosion, particu- 
larly in popular camping areas north of 
Stillwater. 


Conclusion. There would be negligible 
impacts on landownership. Some 
landowners would benefit from reduced 
restrictions on property improvements, 
although there would be constraints on 
new development to maintain historic 
character. Some landowners would be 
negatively affected by restrictions on new 
development or improvements in areas 
outside of towns. There would also be 
minor to moderate benefits to landowners 
from a reduction in conflicts and some 
shoreline erosion associated with 
recreational use in some areas of the 
riverway. 


CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


The entire viewshed of the riverway as 
seen from the river would not be encom- 
passed within the riverway boundaries, 
therefore, visual encroachments outside the 
boundary have the potential to impact the 
scenic resources of the riverway. In the 
federal zone, the high bluffs, the rural 
character, the predominance of protected 
areas along this section of the river, the 
primarily unincorporated zoning, and the 
fact that the viewshed outside the boundary 
would be less than the state-administered 
zone would mean that the concerns would 
not be as great here as in the state- 
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administered zone. In this zone more of the 
viewshed would be outside the riverway 
boundary, the area would have a series of 
benches visible from the river, there would 
be less high bluff areas, more of the area 
would be incorporated, and its proximity to 
the Minneapolis/St. Paul area would mean 
greater growth. For those areas within the 
viewshed, yet outside of the riverway 
boundary, local zoning standards would be 
the primary methods of controlling scenic 
impacts to the riverway. Mitigating 
methodologies such as the encouragement 
of the preservation and maintenance of 
mature vegetation, planting of additional 
vegetative buffering, the protection of 
cultural resources, and the prohibition of 
the construction of any more extremely 
visible towers within the viewshed would 
be beneficial to the preservation of the 
riverway’s scenic quality. Actions taken 
outside the riverway boundary could have 
negligible to major impacts on the scenic 
resources of the riverway, depending on 
the magnitude of change. Therefore, the 
cumulative effects of NPS/state actions on 
the scenic quality of the viewshed would 
be negligibly to moderately beneficial, 
depending on the magnitude of changes to 
the scenic resources outside the riverway 


boundary. 


As described under the preferred alterna- 
itive, :mpacts from recreational use within 
ihe riverway and managing agency actions 
would contribute incrementally to impacts 
from land use changes and population 
growth in the watershed and region. Over- 
all, the land use management allocation 
and special native plant community 
protection would contribute to a minor to 
moderate positive cumulative impact 
within the riverway and watershed. 


None of the management actions are 
expected to add substantively to the 
cumulative effects on cultural resources. 
Growth and land use changes could affect 
cultural resources adjacent to or within the 
viewshed of the riverway. The cumulative 
effects of the management actions would 
help mitigate the effects of population 
growth and development. 


Many communities and counties in 
Minnesota and Wisconsin are in the 
process of revising their comprehensive 
plans and related ordinances. Some of 
these revised plans and ordinances may 
include land use and development 
provisions applicable to the river corridor 
that would go beyond guidance provided in 
this document. 


The economic and population growth in 
the region is expected to continue. The 
relatively small number of jobs and 
expenditures on management of the 
riverway would only have a minor effect 
on the expected growth of the total 
economy of the region. Therefore, there 
would be no appreciable socioeconomic 
cumulative impacts from implementation 
of this alternative occurring in conjunction 
with the region’s expected overall 
population and economy of the region. 


RELATIONSHIP OF SHORT-TERM 
USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 


The proposed management area allocation, 
restrictions on island, shoreline, and 
boating use, along with the proposed 
inventory, monitoring, and research 
programs for the riverway would con- 
tribute to the long-term protection and 
preservation of resources and scenic 
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character of the landscape. The mainte- 
nance and restoration of native plant 
communities would also enhance long- 
term productivity of natural communities. 


UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 


Some minor to locally moderate adverse 
impacts to natural resources would occur. 
In the process of resolving conflicts among 
different uses or reducing resource im- 
pacts, restrictions would be placed on 
particular uses, having an adverse effect on 
some users. To meet the scenic and 
resource protection purposes of the river- 
way development restrictions on local 
landowner would implemented. To meet 
the recreational purposes of the riverway, 
some conflicts between local landowners 
and recreational users would continue. 


IRREVERSIBLE AND 
IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT 
OF RESOURCES 


Some new residential and commercial 
development would likely continue to 
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occur on private lands within the riverway 
boundary, particularly in the existing 
municipalities. Potentially, new river cross- 
ing and navigation channel maintenance 
may also occur. It is expected that this new 
development would result in the long-term 
localized loss of vegetation, soils, and 
wildlife habitat. 


Any action that led to the loss of individual 
federally listed mussel species or their 
habitat would contribute to the loss of the 
species as an ecological and genetic re- 
source. It is possible that this alternative 
would contribute to their decline. How- 
ever, it is expected that the implementation 
of actions outlined in the recovery plans 
for these species would avoid this situation 
and contribute to their conservation. 
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IMPACTS ON SCENIC RESOURCES 
Analysis 


Scenic resources in the riverway are pro- 
tected primarily through land acquisition or 
through regulatory controls on land devel- 
opment. No significant land acquisition 
would occur in implementing alternative 
D. The establishment of seven land 
management categories compared to two 
under the existing management program 
would provide additional scenic resource 
protection. More restrictions would be 
imposed to avoid additional development 
that would be visible from the river. 
Alternative D would restrict development 
outside municipalities more aggressively 
than other alternatives. Also, as under the 
previous alternatives, the riverway 
managing agencies would require local 
governments to protect the historic 
character of municipalities, which would 
reduce potential impacts to scenic vaiites in 
municipalities from new development. 


The following analysis evaluates scenic 
impacts created by the application of the 
sven land management areas on each river 
S zment. 


The Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock 
Island: 3.5 miles. Scenic resources within 
the (wo state parks in this river segment 
woulc continue to be protected by state 
ownership (as they would be under the no- 
action alternative). No impact to scenic 
resources would occur because any future 
devel. »ment would occur at existing 
development nodes, and scenic and 
relatively undisturbed natural areas would 
be maintained. Private lands in Minnesota 
in the southern portion of this segment 
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would be classified as minimally disturbed 
and would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Additional 
development could still occur, but there 
would be fewer new structures and those 
structures would not be visible from the 
river. Consequently, they would have no 


impact on scenic resources. 


Osceola Area (Rock Island to McLeod 
Slough): 19 miles. Osceola itself is 
classified as small town, which would 
afford an increase level of scenic protec- 
tion compared to the existing urban 
standard to minimize new development 
visible from the river. Most of this segment 
would be classified as minimally disturbed, 
however, and would receive increased 
protection as compared to the rural classi- 
fication under the no-action alternative. 
Additional development could still occur, 
but there would be fewer new structures 
and those structures would not be visible 
from the river. Consequently, they would 
have no impact on scenic resources. 


Marine Area (McLeod Slough to Arcola 
Sandbar via Page’s Slough): 8.5 miles. 
Marine on St. Croix itself is classified as 
small town historic, which afford an in- 
creased level of scenic protection com- 
pared to the existing urban standard. 
Additional restrictions would be placed on 
development to minimize it being visible 
from the river and also to protect historic 
character. William O’Brien State Park 
would receive the same high level of 
scenic resource protection as compared to 
the no-action alternative. Most of the 
remainder of this segment in Minnesota 
would be classified as rural residential and 
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would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. The Wisconsin 
side of the river would be classified as 
minimally disturbed and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. Additional development could 
still occur, but there would be fewer new 
structures and those structures would not 
be visible from the river. Consequently, 
they would have no impact on scenic 
resources. 


Rice Lake Flats (Dead Man’s Slough to 
Arcola Sandbar via St. Croix Islands 
Wildlife Area): 2.5 miles. St. Croix 
Islands Wildlife Area is owned by 
Wisconsin DNR and would receive the 
same high level of scenic resource 
protcction as compared to the no-action 
alternative, which would maintain the 
undisturbed natural appearance. The 
remainder of this segment would be 
classified as minimally disturbed and 
would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Additional 
development could still occur, but there 
would be fewer new structures and those 
structures would not be visible from the 
river. Consequently, they would have no 
impact on scenic resources. 


Arcola Gorge (Arcola Sandbar to Head 
of Lake St. Croix): 5 miles. The Minne- 
sota side of the river in this segment would 
be classified as natural and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. Additional development could 
still occur, but new structures would have 
no impact on scenic resources. The Wis- 
consin side of the river would mostly be 
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Classified as minimally disturbed and 
would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Additional 
development could still occur, but new 
structures would have no impact on scenic 
resources. A small portion of the southern 
part of this segment in Wisconsin would be 
classified as natural and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. Additional development could 
still occur, but new structures would have 
no impact on scenic resources. 


Urban Stillwater (Head of Lake St. 
Croix to Stillwater Downtown Courtesy 
Docks): 2 miles. The northern portion of 
this segment in Minnesota is not inten- 
sively developed; it would be classified as 
small town with the result that its level of 
scenic protection would be increased 
compared to the current urban classifi- 
cation. The central portion just north of 
downtown would be classified as natural 
and would receive increased protection as 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Additional 
development could still occur, but new 
structures would have no impact on scenic 
resources. The southern portion of this 
segment includes the heavily developed 
downtown Stillwater area; it would be 
classified as river town, and additional 
restrictions would be placed to minimize 
new development being visible from the 
river. In addition, this aliernative would 
require protection of historic character that 
would reduce potential scenic impacts. 


The Wisconsin side would be classified as 
natural and would receive increased 


protection as compared to the rural classi- 
fication under the no-action alternative. 


AF 











ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES 


Additional development could still occur, 
but new structures would have no impact 
on scenic resources. 


South Stillwater-Bayport Area 
(Stillwater Downtown Courtesy Docks 
to Andersen Point): 3 miles. Most of this 
segment in Minnesota would be classified 
as river town and additional restrictions 
would be placed to minimize new develop- 
ment being visible from the river. In ad- 
dition, this alternative would require 
protection of historic character that would 
Andersen Point area would be classified as 
small town, with the result that its level of 
scenic protection would be increased 
compared to the current urban classifica- 
tion. The Wisconsin side would be classi- 
fied as natural and would receive increased 
protection as compared to the rural classi- 
fication under the no-action alternative. 
Additional development could still occur, 
but new structures would have less impact 
on scenic resources than the no-action 
alternative. 


Bayport-North Hudson Area (Andersen 
Point to Willow River Dam): 2 miles. In 
Minnesota, the area between Andersen 
Point and the south limits of Bayport 
would be classified as small town, with the 
result that its level of scenic protection 
wouid be increased compared to the 
current urban classification. The southern 
portion of this segment in Minnesota 
would be classified as natural and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. Additional development 
could still occur, but new structures would 
not impact scenic resources. Most of the 
Wisconsin side would be classified as 
natural and would receive increased pro- 
tection as compared to the rural ciassifi- 
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cation under the no-action alternative. 
Additional developinent could still occur, 
but new structures would have not impact 
scenic resources. The southern portion of 
this segment in Wisconsin lies in North 
Hudson and would be classified as small 
town, with the result that its level of scenic 
protection would be increased compared to 
the cuirent urban classification. 


Urban Hudson (Willow River Dam to 
Interstate 94): 2 miles. The Minnesota 
side in this segment would be primarily 
classified as small town, with the level of 
scenic protection increased compared to 
the current urban classification. The Wis- 
consin sid would be classified as river 
town and additional restrictions would be 
placed to minimize new development 
being visible from the river. In addition, 
this alternative would require prcxectn of 
historic character that would reduce 
potential scenic impacts. 


Open Lake (Interstate 94 to Catfish 
Bar): 4.5 miles. The Minnesota side in this 
segment would be classified as smail town, 
with the result that its level of scenic pro- 
tection would be increased compared to the 
current urban classification. The southern 
portion of Hudson would also be classified 
as small town. The remainder of this 
segment in Wisconsin would be classified 
as rural residential, which affords an 
increased level of proicction compared to 
the rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. 


Catfish to Kinnickinnic (Catfish Bar to 
Kinnickinnic Narrows): 5 miles. In 
Minnesota the oid Afton village area 
would be classified as small town historic, 
with the result that its level of scenic 
protection would be increased compared to 
the current urban classification. The 
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southern portion of Afton would be 
classified as rural residential and would 
receive an increased level of protection 
compared to the rural classification under 
the no-action alternative. Afton State Park 
would receive the same high level of 
scenic resource protection as compared to 
the no-action alternative. The area south of 
Afton State Park in Minnesota and all of 
the Wisconsin side in this segment would 
be classified as natural and wouid receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. Additional development could 
still occur, but new structures would have 
no impact on scenic resources. 


Kinnickinnic Narrows: 0.5 miles. The 
Minnesota side of the river in this segment 
would be classified as natural and would 
receive increased protection as compared 
to the rural classification under the no- 
action alternative. Additional development 
could still occur, but new structures would 
have no impact on scenic resources. Kin- 
nickinnic State Park in Wisconsin would 
receive the same high level of scenic 
resource protection as compared to the no- 
action alternative. 


Kianickinnic to Prescott (Kinnickinnic 
Narrows to Mississippi Confluence at 
Prescott): 6 miles. Much of the Minnesota 
side of the river in this segment would be 
classified as natural and would receive 
increased protection as compared to the 
rural classification under the no-action 
alternative. Additional development could 
still occur, but new structures would have 
no impact on scenic resources. St. Croix 
Bluffs Regional Park would receive the 
same high level of scenic resource 
protection as compared to the no-action 
alternative. Carpenter Nature Center would 
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be classified as natural and would receive 

increased protection as compared to the 

rural classification under the no-action 

alternative. There would be small areas 

north and south of Carpenter Nature Center 

that would be classified as rural residential, 

which affords an increased level of protec- 

tion compared to the no-action alternative. | 
In Wisconsin, the area north of Prescott \ 
would be classified as rural residential, f 
which affords an increased level of protec- 

tion compared to the no-action alternative. 

Prescott would be classified as river town 

and additional restrictions would be placed 

to minimize new development being 

visible from the river. In addition, this 

alternative would require protection of 

historic character that would reduce 

potential scenic impacts. 


By encouraging the maintenance and 
restoration of natural diversity and 
ecological integrity of plant communities 
through a variety of actions, the visual 
landscape of the riverway would become 
more representative of the native ecotones 
of the area. These provisions would have a 
long-term beneficial impact on the visual 
resources of the riverway by preserving 
and enhancing indigenous vegetation. 
However, these impacts would be minor to 
negligible because these actions would be 
voluntary, and most individuals would 
consider these areas as a natural landscapes 
whether the vegetative mosaics included a 
diversity of significant plant communities 
or not. 


An amendment to the Wisconsin managed 
forest law (Chapter NR 118) would be 
pursued which would result in a long term 
minor beneficial impact for the scenic 
resources of the river ay by providing 
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landowners with more flexibility to 
preserve these resources. 


Continued adherence to NPS policies 
which perpetuate native plant communities 
would result in a long term minor bene- 
ficial impact to the scenic resources. 


This alternative would result in the least 
impacts to scenic resources related to river 
crossings because its goal is to reduce the 
visual impacts of structures that cross the 
riverway. By encouraging a reduction in 
bridges, utility lines, and submarine lines 
to existing corridors, and not allowing any 
change in scale or character of road and 
railroad crossings, the visual landscape of 
the river corridor could eventually have 
less visual encroachments over the river 
corridor than currently exist. Compared to 
the no-action alternative, alternative D 
would avoid potentially major long-term 
impacts to scenic quality from construction 
of large-scale bridge crossings or 
relocation of utility lines to highly scenic 
or largely undisturbed corridors. 


Flexibility on the use of existing submarine 
crossings to allow for the replacement of 
an existing overhead transmission lines 
could reduce the amount of overhead 
visual intrusions upon the riverway 
landscape, however, ground disturbance 
and vegetation removal during installation 
could result in minor to negligible adverse 
impact to scenic resources in the 
immediate vicinity. 


Conclusion. This alternative would result 
in the somewhat greater beneficial impacts 
to scenic resources of all the alternatives 
because it would put slightly more of the 
land within the management areas that 
would be most restrictive to development. 
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Also, its goal would be to reduce the visual 
impacts of structures that cross the river- 
way, possibly resulting in less visual 
encroachments over the river corridor than 
currently exist. Like the preferred alterna- 
tive, it encourages the maintenance and 
restoration of plant communities on both 
public and private lands. Overail, alterna- 
tive D would have a moderate, positive 
impact on scenic resources compared to the 
no-action alternative. 


IMPACTS ON RECREATIONAL USE 


Analysis 


The primary goal of alternative D with 
respect to boating recreation is to reduce 
total recreational use and to enhance 
opportunities for quieter, slower, more 
passive boating recreational experiences. 
Impacts are evaluated for each river 
segment. 


Backwaters from the Dalles of the St. 
Croix to William O’Brien State Park: 16 
miles. Under alternative D, this segment 
would be classified silent boating and 
internal combustion motors could not be 
used. This would slightly enhance the 
exceptionally quiet and little-used charac- 
ter of the recreational experience in this 
segment compared to the current no-wake 
rule. While motorboats cannot navigate 
this segment during normal river levels, 
they are occasionally found in the area 
during high water periods. Consequentiy, 
restrictions on use of motors would slightly 
decrease the flexibility of movement for 
some motorized watercraft but would 
ensure locations for boaters seeking areas 
free from encounters with noisier 
motorized watercraft. 
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Backwaters from William O’Brien State 
Park to Arcola Sandbar: 6 miles. The 
natural waters classification for this seg- 
ment would be identical to the existing no- 
wake designation. The impact of alter- 
native D would be the same as the no- 
action alternative, which would maintain 
the quiet little-used character of the 


Backwaters from Arcola Sandbar to 
north limits of Stillwater: 5 miles. The 
quiet waters classification for this segment 
would permit slow-speed boating, com- 
pared to the existing no-wake designation; 
the impact of alternative D would be to 
allow moderately faster boating than the 
no-action alternative. 


Dalles of the St. Croix to Rock Island: 
3.5 miles. The quiet waters classification 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slow-speed zone designation. The 
impact of alternative D wouid be the same 
as the no-action alternative, which would 
be to maintain the slow speeds, low noise 
levels, and the more social experience 
associated with relatively larg numbers of 
canoers. 


Rock Island to McLeod’s Slough: 10 
miles. The natural waters classification for 
this segment would provide for a no-wake 
designation, whic’ is more restrictive than 
the existing slow speed zone designa‘ion; 
the impact of alternative D would be a 
reduction in boat specd in this area 
compared to the no-action alternative. 


McLeod’s Slough to Arcola Sandbar: 
8.5 miles. The quiet waters classification 
for this segment would be identical to the 
existing slo: v speed zone designation; the 
impact of alternative D would be the same 
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as the no-action alternative. Opportunities 
would be maintained for a mixture of non- 
motorized and slow-moving motorized 
craft. 


Arcola Sandbar to north limits of 
Stillwater: 5 miles. The quiet waters 
classification for this segment would result 
in a slow speed designation; under the no- 
action alternative there would be no speed 
limit, but there would be a restriction on 
weekend waterskiing. Congestion in this 
narrow area has become a concern and the 
imposition of a slow speed designation 
would be considered a positive impact on 


Stillwater to Catfish Bar: 13.5 miles. The 
moderate recreation classification for this 
segment would involve a speed limit and a 
possible restriction on waterskiing; under 
the no-action alternative there would be no 
speed limit. The existing no-wake zones in 
the Hudson area would remain under 
alternative D. There has been growing 
-oncern about safety factors surrounding 
extremely high-speed boating (80 mph and 
greater) that occasionally occurs in this 
segment, that would be eliminated under 
alternative D, forcing boaters who want to 
travel at those speeds to use a different 
resource. The imposition of a speed limit 
in this area would be considered a minor 
positive impact on the environment. 


Catfish Bar to Prescott: 11.5 miles. The 
moderate recreation classification for this 
segment would involve a speed limit and a 
possible restriction on waterskiing; under 
the no-action alternative there would be no 
speed limit. The existing no-wake zones in 
the Catfish Bar and Kinnickinnic State 
Park areas would remain under alternative 
D. There has been growing concern about 
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safety factors surrounding extremely high- 
speed boating (80 mph and greater) that 
occasionally occurs in this segment. This 
would be eliminated under alternative D, 
forcing boaters who want to travel at those 
speeds to use a different resource. The 
imposition of a speed lint in this area 
would be considered a minor positive 
impact on the environment. 


Camping Experience. A camping 
management plan would be developed for 
boat-related camping north of Stiliwater 
that would impose gradually increased 
restrictions on camping. This would result 
in fewer boat-in campsites than currently 
exist, enhancing privacy and reducing 
shoreline erosion problems, but reducing 
the opportunity for more social camping 
situations and reducing the overall number 
of camping occasions, displacing some 
campers to another resource. At hudson, 
campers without on-board toilets would be 
displaced. The outcome would be reduced 
shoreline erosion between the Arcola 
sandbar and Stillwater and reduced water 
quality problems there and at Hudson, but 
an increase in displaced recreational users. 


Conclusion 


Overall boating use of the riverway would 
be reduced under Alternative D, while 
additional water surface use regulations 
would be imposed to preserve slower 
recreational uses and to reduce boat speeds 
in significant sections of the river. The 
existing diversity of boating opportunities 
would be reduced. Overail, alternative D 
would provide minor positive impacts on 
slower recreational uses, while reducing 
recreational boating diversity. 
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IMPACTS ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Water Quality 


Analysis. Overall boating totals are ex- 
pected to decrease slightly under alterna- 
tive D, so water quality impacts from pe- 
troleum products or day-use boaters who 
do not use proper toilet facilities would be 
slightly lower than the no-action alterna- 
tive. Additional restrictions on camping 
north of Stillwater and at Hudson would 
have a slight positive impact on water 
quality as compared to the no-action 
alternative. There would be a slight de- 
crease in total residential development in 
areas not served by public sewer, leading 
to slightly less risk of water quality impacts 
from failed on-site waste treatment systems 
(as compared to the no-action alternative). 


With regard to river crossings, the impacts 
of alternative D would be identical with 
alternatives B and C. There could be some 
bridge and utility line replacements, which 
could have short term adverse effects on 
water quality; however, mitigation mea- 
sures should minimize these impacts. 
(More detailed environmental documents 
would be prepared before a bridge or a 


transmission line replacement would be 
approved.) 


Conclusion. With use levels being 
lowered, the potential for pollution due to 
user activities should decrease. Some 
short-term impacts could occur if bridges 
or utility lines were replaced. From a 
riverwide perspective, it is expected that 
pollution due to construction of potential 
developments would be short term, while 
pollution due to users would be diluted and 
dispersed. Overall, alternative D would be 
expected to have a minor to moderate, 
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positive, long-term impact on the river- 
way’s overall] water quality compared to 


Analysis. As under the no-action alterna- 
tive, additional development could occur, 
including residential development in rural 
areas. Consequently, some soils would still 
be lost to development, although new soil 
disturbance would likely be reduced in the 
park, minimally disturbed, and naturai 
management areas (58% of the lower 
riverway) where less development and 
more restrictive land use regulations would 


be employed. 


With motorboat use levels and speeds 
being decreas~d, the potential for soils 
being eroded along the river’s banks and 
islands should be reduced. Some river- 
banks would continue to be undercut and 
some erosion due to motorboat wakes 
would continue, but the magnitude of this 
impact would be the lowest of all the 
alternatives being considered. 


Shoreline erosion, soil compaction, and the 
formation of social trails from campers 
would be slightly reduced as compared to 
the no-action alternative by limitations and 
overall reductions in camping. Localized 
bluff erosion from foot trails would be 
about the same as the no-action alternative. 


Alternative D would have the same effects 
as alternatives B and C with regard to river 
crossings. There could be some bridge and 
utility line replacements under this alterna- 
tive, but any soil disturbance would be 
limited to areas in existing corridors that 
likely have already been altered. (Addi- 
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tional environmental documentation, with 
mitigation measures, would be required 
before these crossings would be approved.) 
Alternative D also would prevent soil 
disturbance that could be caused by new 


If the Army Corps of Engineers needed to 
do some dredging at the Kininickinnic 
Narrows, this alternative would reduce the 
amount of dredged material that would 
need to be removed and disposed. If the 
dredged material could be reused for other 
purposes, soil in the riverway or nearby 
would not be altered by the disposal of the 
material. (The 1997 Channel Maintenance 
Management Plan directs that dredged 
material from the Kinnickinnic Narrows be 
placed on the delta at Kinnickinnic State 
park for beach nourishment.) 


Conclusion. Shoreline erosion caused by 
boat wakes would be moderately less than 
the no-action alternative. Soil erosion and 
compaction from campers should also be 
reduced in localized areas, particularly on 
riverbanks and the islands. There is the 
potential for soil loss and disturbance due 
to new developments on private lands and 
from bridge replacements. However, the 
management area allocation would help 
minimize potential soil disturbance and 
loss on a large portion of the lower 
riverway. From an overall perspective, 
compared to present conditions, alternative 
D would have a minor to moderate, 
positive effect on the soils in the lower 
riverway. 











ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Veg: ation 


Analysis. The alternative would have a 
beneficial effect in minimizing the loss of 
vegetation due to new development in the 
minimally disturbed, park and natural land 
management areas (58% of the riverway). 
Alternative D also would have a minor 
positive effect on plant communities if the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources proposed amendment to the 
state land use standards within the 


riverway is adopted. 


Very little additional vegetation would be 
lost or disturbed due to bridge and utility 
line replacements, and this disturbance 
would be !imited to areas that already have 
been alter<<i. If dredging occurred at the 
Kinnickinnic Narrows, alternative D would 
reduce the amount of vegetation that would 
be lost due to the deposition of dredged 
material. Alternative D also would not 
allow additional submarine crossings, 
which would nrevent potential impacts on 
vegetation. 


Some vegetation would continue to be 
affected in areas where users picnic or 
camp on the shoreline and islands, with 
vegetation being trampled, harvested, and 
cut for firewood. Any disturbance of soils 
also would increase the likelihood of 
exotic plants like spotted knapweed and 
purple loosestrife becoming established. 


However, with a reduction in use levels, 
impacts from motorboat use and use of the 
shoreline and islands would be reduced. 


Conclusion. Some vegetative communities 
would continue to be altered and lost due 
to the activities of users and new develop- 
ments in the riverway. But with use levels 


would be reduced. The land management 
areas also would have a beneficial effect, 
helping ensure the protection of vegetation: 
on a large portion of the lower riverway. 
Some minor vegetation loss also would 
occur if bridge or transmission line re- 
placements were built. Efforts to maintain 
and restore significant plant communities 
on public and private lands also would 
have a positive effect on the riverway 
vegetation. From an overall perspective, 
most of the riverway’s vegetation would 
not be affected by users, new develop- 
ments, or the management agencies, and 
efforts would be made to restore native 
plant communities. Thus, compared to 
current conditions, alternative D would be 
expected to have a moderate, beneficial, 
long-term impact on the riverway’s 
vegetation. 


Fish and Wildlife 


Analysis. Impacts on wildlife would not be 
significantly different for alternative D 
than the no-action alternative. Most of the 
lower riverway management actions in this 
alternative would continue to promote the 
protection of fish and wildlife populations 
and habitats. No actions would be taken 
that would adversely affect areas known to 
be of special importance for breeding, 
nesting, foraging, or wintering. 


Rural home development creates patches 
that disrupt the movement of some wild- 
life, especially those most sensitive to 
human activity. There would be slightly 
less new rural home development under 
alternative D as compared to the no-action 
alternative, but the differences in terms of 
wildlife impacts would likely not be meas- 
urable, especially considering much of the 
rural home development that could occur 
in the riverway has already been built. 


~63 














Many of the lower riverway’s wildlife 
populations and habitats have already been 
affected in varying degrees by recreational 
users and nearby developments. Some 
individual animals might be disturbed or 
temporarily displaced by the sounds of 
more motorboats and groups floating down 
the river, but this is not expected to 
substantially affect the lower riverway’s 
fish and wildlife populations. 


Conclusion. Impacts on fish and wildlife 
populations would be expected to be 
negligible to minor. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


Analysis. Reductions in use levels would 
not be expected to affect listed species and 
their habitats. Alternative D would main- 
tain and restore significant plant communi- 
ties on federal and state lands, and en- 
courage private landowners to do likewise, 
which could benefit species like the Karner 
blue butterfly. A slight reduction in new 
rural home development could decrease the 
potential for impacts to some threatened 
and endangered species. 


Like all of the alternatives, there is the 
potential in alternative D that the federally 
listed Higgins’ eye and winged mapleleaf 
mussels could be adversely affected in the 
following ways: People could inadvertently 
intruduce zebra mussels into the lower 
riverway; mussels could be scraped off 

+ Vats in shallow waters or by beached 
boats; boats could increase shoreline 
erosion and sediments in the water (which 
could affect filter-feeding mussels); waders 
and swimmers could unknowingly collect 
mussels and use them for fishing or other 
purposes, and poachers could adversely 
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Impacts of Alternative D 


affect the mussels. These activities have 
occurred, or are occurring, on the lower St. 
Croix. Although alternative D would 
decrease use levels, it is not known how 
much of an impact this would have on the 
Higgins’ eye and winged mapleleaf mussel 
populations —- even with lower use levels, 
recreational users may continue to “take” 
individual mussels, which may adversely 
affecting these species. 


The following goals, strategies, or actions 
support the protection and recovery of 
these species: protection and improvement 
of water quality, development of a public 
information/education program that 
includes mussels, development of means to 
improve mussel information/coordination 
among various agencies, organizations, 
etc., continued enforcement of regulations 
prohibiting harvesting or taking of 
mussels, and implementation of the zebra 
mussel action plan (see “Management 
Directions Common to All Alternatives” 
section). The managing agencies would 
also implement their respective compo- 
nents of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s 
recovery plans for the winged mapleleaf 
mussel and the Higgins’ eye mussel. These 
components address a wide variety of 
tasks. The tasks include actions to 
minimize human disturbance and 
destruction to the federally listed mussels, 
such as quantification of the magnitude of 
potential threats (harvesting, swimming, 
wading, and smail recreational watercraft) 
and identification of specific geographic 
locations of greatest concern; posting of 
educational signs; presentation of 
educational programs; and review of 
paddleboat operations to minimize boat 
operation impacts. 


Af 








ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 





Conclusion. The expected uses, user Conclusion 
numbers, and developments under alterna- 
tive D would not likely adversely affect Cultural resources would be at minimal 
most federal and ‘ate listed species in the risk under this alternative. Additionally, 
lower riverway (assuming adequate sur- this alternative would result in minor 
veys, consultation with the U.S. Fish and improvements in protection of cultural 
Wildlife Service and state biologists, and resources in the river town and small town 
the application of appropriate mitigation historic districts. Archeological resources 
measures). Recreational activities could would face minimal risks due to restric- 
adversely affect the federally endangered tions on development. Restriction on 
Higgins’ eye and winged mapleleaf mussel development would help safeguard any 
populations on the lower St. Croix. In par- significant cultural landscapes that might 
ticular, even with reductions in user num- be identified in the cultural landscape 
bers, boaters near Hudson and in the Inter- inventory. 
state Park area (where the mussels pri- 
marily occur) might affect these popula- 
tions. Formal consultations would still IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC 
need to be initiated with the U.S. Fish and ENVIRONMENT 
Wildlife Service to determine what other 
actions need to be taken to ensure the Local Economy 
conservation of the two mussel species. 
Analysis. There would be little direct 
economic impact because no additional 
large expenditures by the states or by the 
———— Park Service is proposed. Application of 
the land management areas would not 
Analysis result in greatly different restrictions on 
new development for most areas within the 
Archeological resources and any cultural riverway. Exceptions to this would be 
landscapes in the riverway that might be areas designated as natural and minimally 
identified in the future would face no disturbed where increased restrictions 
adverse impacts unde : this alternative, due would likely occur (although development 
to greater restrictions on new development. could still occur) and in towns where some 
Minor restrictions placed on camping restrictions would be reduced (but with 
would be used to protect sensitive archeo- historic structure protection). Conse- 
logical sites. Alternative D would require quently, limited additional negligible to 
local governments in the river town and minor impacts on the long-term property 
small town historic districts to develop tax base of the local ~~mmunities due to 
ordinances protecting historic structures restrictions on new development would 
ad requiring new development to be occur. Existing positive effects on local 
consistent with the historic character of economy from expenditures from tourists 
those communities. As a result, alternative and other recreationists would continue but 
D would result in minor improvements in would not be appreciably changed. An 
protection of cultural resources. exception to that would be the loss of 
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economic activity associated with marinas 
that would be puchased and closed. 


Conclusion. Impacts to the local economy 
would be negligible to minor compared to 
the no-action alternative. 


Tourism 


Analysis. Tourism in the St. Croix Valley 
is partially linked to the area’s historic 
character. In that context, alternative D’s 
emphasis on historic structure protection 
and enhancement of the historic character 
of valley communities would have a minor 
positive impact on tourism. Boating-related 
tourism would decrease slightly. 


Conclusion. There would be some 
negligible to minor positive effects on 
tourism that might possibly be offset by a 
decrease in boating-related tourism. 


Land Values 


Analysis. Land values would not be 
impacted by alternative D. Local property 
values have probably been and would 
likely continue to be beneficially affected 
by the presence of the riverway as under 
the no-action alternative. 


Conclusion. There would be no new 
impacts on land values. 


Landownership/Landowners 


Analysis. Alternative D proposes a modest 
increase in scenic easement acquisition by 
the two states; National Park Service 
acquisition is essentially complete and 


Impacts of Alternative D 


would not change. As a result, the alterna- 
tive D would have negligible impact on 
landownership. 


In general under alternative D, land use 
regulations would be slightly more restric- 
tive than under the no-action alternative, 
considering much of the rural home 
development that could occur has already 
been built. Thus alternative D could affect 
some landowners in a manner that would 
have a minor to moderate impact on flexi- 
bility in developing their property when 
compared to the no-action alternative. 


There would be a minor to moderate 
beneficial impact for local landowners in 
some areas of the riverway due to a 
reduction in conflicts with recreational 
users, particularly in popular camping 
areas north of Stillwater. Local landowners 
would aiso likely benefit from a reduction 
in the periodic loud noise generated by 
higher boat speeds and reduced shoreline 
effects from wave action. 


Conclusion. There would be negligible 
impacts on landownership. Some 
landowners would benefit from reduced 
restrictions on property improvements, 
although there would be constraints on 
new development to maintain historic 
character. Some landowners would be 
negatively affected by restrictions on new 
development or improvements in areas 
outside of towns. There would also be 
minor to moderate benefits to landowners 
from a reduction in conflicts and shoreline 
erosion associated with recreational use in 
some areas of the riverway. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


The entire viewshed of the riverway as 
seen from the river would not be 
encompassed within the riverway 
boundaries, therefore, visual encroach- 
ments outside the boundary have the 
potential to impact the scenic resources of 
the riverway. In the federal zone, the high 
bluffs, the rural character, the predomi- 
nance of protected areas along this section 
of the river, the primarily unincorporated 
zoning, and the fact that the viewshed 
outside the boundary would be less than 
the state-administered zone would mean 
that the concerns would not be as great 
here as in the state- administered zone. In 
this zone more of the viewshed would be 
outside the riverway boundary, the area 
would have a series of benches visible 
from the river, there would be less high 
bluff areas, more of the area would be 
incorporated, and its proximity to the 
Minneapolis/St. Paul area would likely 
mean greater growth. 


For those areas within the viewshed, yet 
outside of the riverway boundary, local 
zoning standards would be the primary 
methods of controlling scenic impacts to 
the riverway. Mitigating methodologies 
such as the encouragement of the preser- 
vation and maintenance of mature vegeta- 
tion, planting of additional vegetative 
buffering, the protection of cultural 
resources, and the prohibition of the 
construction of any more extremely visible 
towers within the viewshed would be 
beneficial to the preservation of the 
riverway’s scenic quality. Actions taken 
outside the riverway boundary could have 
negligible to major impacts on the scenic 
resources of the riverway, depending on 
the magnitude of change. Therefore, the 
cumulative effects of NPS/state actions on 
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the scenic quality of the viewshed would 
be negligibly to moderately beneficial, 
depending on the magnitude of changes to 
the scenic resources outside the riverway 


boundary. 


Overz!l the land use management alloca- 
tion, special plant community protection, 
and restoration efforts would contribute to 
a minor to moderate positive cumulative 
impact within the riverway and watershed. 


None of the management actions would be 
expected to add substantively to the 
cumulative effects on cultural resources. 
Growth and land use changes could aff>sct 
cultural resources adjacent to or within the 
viewshed of the riverway. The cumulative 
effects of the management actions would 
help mitigate the effects of population 
growth and development. 


Many communities and counties in Minne- 
sota and Wisconsin are in the process of 
revising their comprehensive plans and 
related ordinances. Some of these revised 
plans and ordinances might include land 
use and development provisions applicable 
to the river corridor that would go beyond 
guidance provided in this document. 


The economic and population growth in 
the region is expected to continue. The 
relatively small number of jobs and ex- 
penditures on management of the riverway 
would only have a minor effect on the 
expected growth of the total economy of 
the region. Therefore, there would be no 
appreciable socioeconomic cumulative 
impacts from implementation of this 
alternative occurring in conjunction with 
the region’s expected overall population 
and economy of the region. 
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RELATIONSHIP OF SHORT-TERM 
USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 


The proposed management area allocation, 
restrictions on island, shoreline, and boat- 
ing use, along with the proposed inventory, 
monitoring, and research programs for the 
riverway, would contribute to the long- 
term protection and preservation of 
resources and scenic character of the 
landscape. The maintenance and restora- 
tion of plant communities would also 
enhance long-term productivity of natural 


UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 


In the process of resolving conflicts among 
different uses or reducing resource im- 
pacts, restrictions would be placed on 
particular uses, having an adverse ef:. on 
some users. In order to meet the scenic a. ! 
resource protection purposes of the river- 
way development restrictions on local 
landowner would implemented. To meet 
the recreational purposes of the riverway, 


Impacts of Alternative D 


some conflicts between local landowners 
and recreational users would continue. 


IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEV- 
ABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 


Some new residential and commercial 
development would likely continue to 
occur on private lands within the .iverway 
boundary, particularly in the existing mu- 
nicipalities. Potentially, new river cross- 
ings may also occur. It is expected that this 
new development would result in the long- 
term localized loss of vegetation, soils, and 
wildlife habitat. 


Any action that led to the loss of individual 
federally listed mussel species or their 
habitat would contribute to the loss of the 
species as an ecological and genetic re- 
source. It is possible that this alternative 
would contribute to their decline. How- 
ever, it is expected that the implementation 
of actions outlined in the recovery plans 
for these species would avoid this situation 
and contribute to their conservation. 
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE E (NO ACTION) 


IMPACT ON SCENIC RESOURCES 


Analysis 


The use of current state and local zoning 
standards to limit development in urban 
and rural areas would ensure that future 
development was comparable to develop- 
ment that has occurred in the valley in the 
last 20 years. Additional development 
would continue, although structure size 
and placement would be limited to reduce 
visual impact. 


Additional development in urban areas 
would result in a negligible to minor 
addition of visible structures. Howevec. the 
character of some communities could 
change. The impact on scenic resources 
could be minor to major depending on the 
magnitude of change. In rural areas, 
considering that much of the rural home 
development that could occur in the 
riverway has already been built, expected 
additional development would likely have 
negligible to minor impacts on scenic 
resources. 


The state of Wisconsin could elect, 
independent of this planning process, to 
amend the Wisconsin-managed forest law 
(chapter NR118). The consequences of this 
action world be considered as part of the 
state’s established rule-making process, 
which would result in a long-term minor 
beneficial impact for scenic resources by 
providing landowners with more flexibility 
to preserve these resources. 


Continued adherence to NPS policies that 
perpetuate native plant communities would 
result in a long-term minor beneficial 
impact to the scenic resources. (Please see 
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the “Impacts on Natural Resources” sec- 
tion for additional impacts related to 
vegetation management.) 
Restriction of the numbers and types of 
over the river corridor. Road and railroad 
bridges, however, could change in scale 
and character. These impacts would have 
to be determined or a case-by-case basis 
and could be negligible to major, based on 
the magnitude and visibility of the change. 


Restriction of the number, scale, or charac- 
ter of utility lines would also prevent 
additional visual encroachments over the 
river corridor. Utility lines, however, could 
be replaced or relocated provided that the 
existing structures were removed. These 
scenic impacts would have to be deter- 
mined on a case-by-case basis, and their 
impacts could also be negligible to major, 
based on the magnitude of change. 


Submarine corridors could change in size 
or the number of lines with negligible to 
minor adverse impacts to scenic resources 
in the immediate vicinity. The degree of 
change would depend on the extent and 
duration of ground disturbance and 
vegetation removal during installation. 


Conclusion 


Additional development would continue to 
occur, although structure size and 
placement would be limited to reduce 
visual impact. The character of some 
communities could change, resulting in 
minor to major impacts on scenic 
resources, depending on the magnitude of 
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change. In unincorporated areas limited 
deveiopment would continue to be allowed 
and could be visible from the riverway. 
Road and railroad bridges could change in 
scale and character, and utility lines could 
be replaced or relocated. These actions 
would have a minor to major, adverse, 
long-term impact on the scenic resources 
of the riverway, depending on the 
magnitude of the change. 


IMPACTS ON RECREATIONAL USE 


Analysis 


Water surface use regulations would re- 
main in place to preserve the existing 
diversity of surface water recreational 
experiences. Overall boating use of the 
riverway would continue to grow slowly, if 
at all (existing use patterns show no clear 
increase in use since the mid-1980s). The 
existing diversity of boating opportunities 
likely continue, primarily in the narrow 
section of river between the Arcola sandbar 
and Stillwater, in the Hudson Narrows, the 
Catfish Bar area, the Kinnickinnic Nar- 
rows, and the Prescott Narrows. Extremely 
high-speed boating would continue to be 
unregulated, and associated safety and 
noise concems would continue in areas 
south of Stillwater. 


There would continue to be limited regula- 
tion of camping in the riverway. The social 
nature of the camping experience north of 
Stillwater and at Hudson would not 
change. 
Conclusion. The recreational experiences 


and opportunities provided by the riverway 
would not change. Riverway users would 


Impacts of Alternative E: No Actio' 


continue to be negatively affected to a 
minor to moderate extent by congested 
conditions or safety issues in some areas of 
the riverway. 


IMPACTS ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Water Quality 


Analysis. Water quality impacts from 
petroleum products or day-use boaters who 
do not use proper toilet facilities would 
continue, as would impacts from camping 
north of Stillwater and at Hudson. There 
would continue to be some new residential 
development in areas not served by public 
sewer, leading to a slight risk of water 
quality impacts from failed on-site waste 
treatment systems. 


Under alternative E there could be some 
bridge and utility line replacements that 
could have short-term adverse effects on 
water quality, such as increased sedimenta- 
tion due to the installation of new bridge 
piers. Mitigation measures would likely 
environmental documents would be 
prepared before a bridge or utility line 
replacement would be approved.). 


Conclusion. Pollution due to user activi- 
ties would continue on the lower St. Croix. 
From a riverwide perspective, however, it 
is expected that pollution due to construc- 
tion of developments would be short term, 
while pollution due to users would be tran- 
sient and should have minor to negligible 
effects on pollutant levels. 
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ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES 
Soiis 


Analysis. Under alternative E, additional 
development could occur. Consequenily, 
some soils would be lost or disturbed by 
development. The area between the Arcola 
sandbar and Stiliwater is the focus of much 
concern about wake-induced shoreline ero- 
sion; new regulations would not be im- 
posed to address this problem. Shoreline 
erosion caused by boat wakes would con- 
tinue to occur. Shoreline erosion from 
campers and bluff erosion from foot trails 
would also continue. 


There could be some bridge and utility line 
replacements under alternative E, although 
only a few areas would likely be affected 
during the life of this pian. Since these 
replacements would only be permitted in 
ance would be limited to areas that likely 
have already been altered. 


Conclusion. Under alternative E, shoreline 
and bluff erosion would continue from 
recreational use. This would have minor to 
moderate, negative, long-term impacts on 
soils in localized areas, particularly along 
the riverbanks and the islands. Some soil 
also would be lost or disturbed due to new 
developments in the lower riverway. From 
an overall perspective, the impact of 
alternative E would iikely be minor 
compared to existing conditions. 


Vegetation 


Analysis. In this alternative no special 
protection would be afforded significant 
plant communities on non-NPS lands. This 
would likely result in the gradual perpetua- 
tion and expansion of closed canopy forest 
communities — desirable native plant 
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species/communities, such as oak savanna 
communities, would likely be crowded cut 
by invasive exotic species or more tolerant 
closed canopy plant species. 


Motorboat use on the lower St. Croix is 


hood of exotic plants like spotted knap- 
weed and purple loosestrife becoming 
established. With use not expected to 
increase great. on the lower riverway, and 
no additional management of use on the 
islands and shoreline, degradation of vege- 
tation would likely continue and result in 
minor to moderate, localized impacts. 
However, the prohibition of camping in 
three NPS areas north of Stillwater would 
likely result in a moderate beneficial effect, 
with plants becoming re-established in 
those areas. 


development would likely continue on 
private lands within the riverway bound- 
ary. It is expected that this new develop- 
ment wouid result in additional vegetation 
being lost or altered. 


Conclusion. Under alternative E signifi- 
cant vegetative communities would con- 
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tinue to be altered and lost due to the 
activities of users and new developments 
in the riverway, primarily in heavily used 
areas on the islands and the shoreline, 
resulting in minor to moderate, long-term 
impacts. From a riverwide perspective, 
most of the riverway’s vegetation would 
not be affected by users or the management 
agencies. 


Fish and Wildlife 


Analysis. Most of the lower riverway 
management actions in this alternative 
would continue to promote the protection 
of fish and wildlife populations and habi- 
tats. No actions would be taken that would 
adversely affect areas knov. a to be of 
special importance for breeding, nesting, 
foraging, or wintering. Rural home devel. 
opment creates patches that disrupt the 
movement of some wildlife, especially 
those most sensitive to human activity. 
There would be some new rural home 
development under alternative E, but 
considering that much of the rural home 
development that could occur in the 
riverway has already been built. 


Many of the lower riverway’s wildlife 
populations and habitats have already been 
affected in varying degrees by recreational 
users and nearby developments. Some 
individual animals might be disturbed or 
temporarily displaced by the sounds of 
more motorboats and groups floating down 
the river, but this is not expected to 
substantially affect the lower riverway’s 





impacts of Alternative E: No Action 


Conclusion. Impacts on fish and wildlife 


populations would be expected to be 
negligible to minor. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


Analysis. Continued and possibly slightly 
higher recreational use and limited new 
rural home development would have the 
potential to affect some species that are 
sensitive to human disturbance, or areas 
that provide uabitat for listed species could 
be altered. But with appropriate mitigation 
(e.g., keeping people away from nesting 
eagle nests) such impacts are not 
anticipated. 


Alth ugh no Karner blue butterflies have 
been recorded in the lower riverway, 
butterflies might use open savanna areas 
along the river. This habitat has historically 
been declining along the riverway. Under 
the no-action alternative, there would be no 
additional management on public lands to 
prevent savannas from succeeding to 
closed canopy forests, and private land- 
owners would not be encouraged to main- 
tain savannas. Thus, there is the potential 
that this alternative might indirectly ad- 
versely affect the habitat of the Karner blue 
butterfly. 


As described in the action alternatives, 
there is the potential that the federally 
listed Higgins’ eye and winged mapleleaf 
mussels could be adversely affected, 
however, it is not known what effect these 
activities are having on the Higgins’ eye 
and winged mapleleaf mussel populations. 
Recreational uses are likely “taking” 
individual mussels, which might be 
adversely affecting these species. 
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ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES 


Measures to minimize impacts and 
recovery of mussels would include the 
following measures. Recovery of the 
winged mapleleaf mussel would include 
preservation of the sole known remnant 
population in the lower St. Croix River. 
Recovery of the Higgins’ eye mussel 
includes preservation of the current 
populations and its essential habitat, which 
includes one site on the lower St. Croix 


also implement their respective compo- 
nents of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice’s recovery plans for the winged 
mapleleaf mussel and the Higgins’ cye 
mussel. These components address a wide 
variety of tasks, including actions to mini- 
mize human disturbance and destruction to 
the federally listed mussels, such as 

small recreational watercraft, and commer- 
cial paddlewheel watercraft; identification 
of specific geographic locations of greatest 
concem, posting of educational signs; 
conduction of educational programs; and 
review of paddleboat operations to mini- 


Conclusion. It is believed that current users 
and use levels are not adversely affecting 
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most federal and state listed species in the 
lower riverway, and there is no indication 
that these uses would adversely affect the 


populations in the future (assuming 
surveys, consultation with the U.S. Fish 


populations. Formal consultations would 
be initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to determine actions needed to 
ensure the conservation of these species. 


IMPACTS ON CULTURAL 








visible from the river; take no steps to 
protect the historic character of the 
riverway’s communities; allow changes in 
the scale and character of railroad bridges 
and other bridges that would replace 
existing structures; and allow increases in 
the size and number of utility lines within 
existing corridors. All of these actions 


IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC 


Local Econemy 


Analysis. The no action alternative would 
not change the manner in which the river- 
way is currently being managed. Current 
As a result, there would be no change in 
the regional short- or long-term social or 
economic conditions related to the river- 
way. Existing positive effects on the local 
economy from expenditures from tourists 


Conclusion. Overall effects on the region- 
al social or economic conditions would be 


negligible compared to existing conditions. 


iixpacts of Alternative E: No Action 
Tourism 


Analysis. Tourism in the St. Croix Valley 
is partially linked to the area’s historic 
character. In that context, alternative E’s 
lack of emphasis on historic structure 
protection and enhancement of the historic 
character of valley communities would not 
enhance tourisin. The loss of historic 
community character could have a minor 
negative impact on some tourism. Boating- 
related tourism would increase slightly or 
Stay the same, so impacts would be 


Conclusion. There could be some minor, 
negative impacts on tourism. 


Land Values 


Analysis. Land use values would not be 
affected. Local property values have prob- 
ably been and would likely continue to be 
beneficially affected by the presence of the 
riverway. 


Landownership/Landowners 


Analysis. A.ternative E proposes no land 
acquisition by the two states; National Park 
Service acquisition is essentially complete 
and would not change. As a result, alterna- 
tive E would have negligible impacts on 
landownership. 


Landowners would still be constrained by 
existing restrictions on new development 
landowners and recreational users, partic- 
ularly in the vicinity of popular camping 
areas north of Stillwater, and from high 

speed boat use would likely continue. 








The entire viewshed of the riverway as 
seen from the river would not be en- 
compassed within the riverway boundaries, 
therefore, visual encroachments sutside the 
boundary have the potential t~ impact the 
scenic resources of the riverway. 


In the federal zone, the high bluffs, rural 
character, predominance of protected areas 
along this section of the river (primarily 


unincorporated zoning), and the fact that 
the viewshed outside the boundary would 


be less than the state-administered zone 
would mean that the concerns would not be 
as great here as in the state- «ministered 
zone. In this zone more of the viewshed 
would be outside the riverway boundary, 
the area would have a series of benches 
visible from the river, there would be less 
high bluff areas, more of the area would be 
incorporated, and its proximity to the 
Minneapolis/St. Paui area would likely 
mean greater growth. For those areas 
riverway boundary, local zoning standards 
would be the primary methods of 
controlling scenic impacts to the riverway. 
Mitigating methodologies such as the 


encouragement of the preservation and 
maintenance of mature vegetation, planting 








the riverway’s water quality, flows, soils, 
vegetation, and wildlife in localized areas. 
As the region’s population continued to 
grow, new development would be likely 
near the riverway and in the communities 
along the river. Further habitat fragmenta- 
tion of the surrounding watershed land- 


The entire historical distribution of the 
winged mapleleaf mussel has been signifi- 
cantly altered by human development in 
the Mississippi River basin, such as 
damming, dredging, application of 

These developments are probably responsi- 
bie for widespread and precipitous decline 
in mussel communities, and the extirpation 
or extinction of several species, although 
few studies have addressed directly the 
specific impact of any one of these factors 
(USFWS 1997). Impacts from continued 
actions would contribute incrementally to 
impacts noted above. 


A I 





None of the management actions are ex- 
pected to add substantively to the cum- 
ulative effects on culvural resources. 
Growth and land use changes could affect 
cultural resources adjacent to or within the 
viewshed of the riverway. The cumulative 
effects of the management actions would 
help mitigate the effects of population 
could be less effective under the no-action. 


The economic and population growth in 
the region is expected to continue. The 
relatively smal] number of jobs and ex- 
penditures on management of the riverway 
would only have a minor effect on the 


grams, along with some restrictions on 
recreational use within the riverway would 
contribute to the long-term protection and 
preservation of resources and scenic 
character of the landscape. 


UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 


Some rninor to locally moderate adverse 
impacts to natura! resources would occur. 
In the process of resolving conflicts among 
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Impacts of Alternative E: No Action 


different uses or reducing resource im- 
pacts, restrictions would be placed on 
particular uses, having an adverse effect on 
some users. To meet the scenic and 
resource protection purposes of the river- 
way, development restrictions on local 
landowners would be implemented. To 
meet t!.c recreational purposes of the 
riverway, some conflicts between local 
landowners 2nd recreational users would 
continue aid |ikely increase. 


IRREVERSIBLE AND 
IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT 
OF RESOURCES 


development would likely continue on 
private lands within the riverway bound- 
ary. Potentially, new river crossing and 
occur. It is expected that this new develop- 
ment would resuit in the long-term local- 
ized loss of vegetation, soils, and wildlife 
habitat. 


Any action that led to the loss of individual 
federally listed mussel species or their 
habitat would contribute to the loss of the 
species as an ecological and genetic re- 
source. It is possible that this alternative 
would contribute to their decline. How- 
ever, it is expecied that the implementation 
of actions outlined in the recovery plans 
for these species would avoid this situation 
and contribute to their conservation. 
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IMPACTS OF MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE OPTIONS 


PREFERRED OPTION 


This option would involve the least cost, 
but some minor adj:‘stments would be 
made from the current management 
approach. The Lower St. Croix Partnership 
Team would provide access to the 
decision-making process for citizens and 
local interest groups. Staff services to the 
partnership team would be provided by the 


Minnesota and Wisconsin Departments of — 


Natural Resources. 


The states would retain “certification/ 
objection/veto” authority over ordinance 
adoptions, amendments, and variances, but 
not over conditional use permits or subdi- 
visions. On-water law enforcement would 
remain the same. 


OPTION 1: MINOR ADJUSTMENT 


This option would be more expensive to 
implement that the preferred option but 


significantly less costly than options 2 or 3. 


The role of the Minnesota-Wisconsin 
Boundary Area commission would be 
reduced in this option. The Lower St. 
Croix Planning Task Force would provide 
access to the decision-making process for 
citizens and local interest groups. State 
agency veto authority over local land use 
decisions would not change. On-water law 
enforcement would remain the same. 


OPTION 2: JOINT POWERS BOARD 


This option and option 3 would be the 
most expensive to implement. The role of 
the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission would be reduced, but the 
Lower St. Croix Management Commission 


would have a larger and more independent 
role and would have great local represen- 
tation. The joint powers board would pro- 
vide greater access to the decision-making 
process for local governments. The joint 
powers board, rather than state agencies, 
would have veto authority over local land- 
use decisions. Creation of the joint powers 
board and the St. Croix water patrol would 
require action by both state legislatures and 
the Congress, a significant undertaking. A 
new on-water law enforcement agency (the 
St. Croix water patrol) would be created, 


significantly raising the cost of this option. 


OPTION 3: RIVERWAY BOARD 


Options 2 and 3 would be the most 
expensive to implement. The roles of the 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission and the Lower St. Croix 
Management Commission would be the 
same as described under option 2. The 
riverway board would directly implement 
local zoning in riverway communities, 
supplanting local decision-making. As 
indicated under option 2, creation of a 
riverway board and the St. Croix water 
patrol would require action by both state 
legislatures and Congress undertaking. 
Creation of a new on-water law enforce- 
ment agency (St. Croix water patrol) would 
significantly raise the cost of this option. 


OPTION 4: NO ACTION 


The riverway would continue to be 
managed as it has been in the past. Costs 
would be the same as they are now. 
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COMPLIANCE 


In implementing the cooperative manage- 
ment plan for the Lower St. Croix National 
Scenic Riverway, the National Park Sex- 
vice and the states of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin would comply witt. all applic- 
able federal, state, and local regulations, 
Statutes, laws, and executive orders, such 
as the Endangered Species Act, Clean 
Water Act, and National Historic Preser- 
vation Act. Several of the key federal and 
State statutes and regulations that affect 
management of the lower riverway are 
summarized below. 


WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT (82 
STAT. 906) AS AMENDED 


As a designated wild and scenic riverway, 
the National Park Service and the states of 
Wisconsin and Minnesota will comply 
with all provisions of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. If any water resource projects, 
including bridges, are proposed that might 
affect the lower riverway, the National 
Park Service is required to conduct an 
evaluation under section 7 of the act. 


NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
POLICY ACT OF 1969 (NEPA) 


This act sets forth the federal policy to 
preserve important historic, cultural, and 
natural aspects of our national heritage. It 
requires federal agencies to use a syste- 
matic, interdisciplinary, approach that 
integrates natural and social sciences in 
planning and decision making that may 
impact the human environment. 


The Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riv- 
erway Cooperative Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement was pre- 
pared pursuant to this act and its imple- 
mentation of this plan will require ongoing 
adherence to the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Additional documentation may 
need to be prepared in the future if NPS 
facilities are moved or altered, or other 
actions are taken to manage visitor use. 


WISCONSIN ENVIRONMENTAL 
POLICY ACT OF 1971 (WEPA) 


Wisconsin has an Environmental Policy 
Act(WEPA), approved by the legislature in 
1971 as Wisconsin Stats. 1.11, which is 
largely patterned after NEPA in purpose, 
content, and process. The Wisconsin De- 
partment of Natural Resources (WDNR), 
as a Lower St. Croix Riverway manage- 
ment partner and whose future manage- 
ment activities will be guided by the 
cooperative management plan, is required 
to satisfy WEPA requirements. Wis. 
Admin. Code NR 150 contains applicable 
substantive and procedural requirements to 
comply with WEPA for all WDNR actions, 
including management plans (NR 150.03 
(6)(a)(6)(a)) such as the cooperative man- 
agement plan. To avoid duplication, NR 
150 allows WDNR to adopt an environ- 
mental review document of another agency 
provided it meets the minimum require- 
ments of WEPA. By cooperating with NPS 
in development of the cooperative manage- 
ment plan and design of the public review 
process, WDNR has been assured that 
WEPA requirements are being satisfied. 


A 








Comsultatian AN 


( OQordtmatiogn 








CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


The Cooperative Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway 
is the product of a collaboration of the 
Minnesota and Wisconsin Departments of 
Natural Resources, the National Park 
Service, and the public. Consultation and 
coordination among the agencies and the 
public were vitally important throughout 
the planning process. The public had two 
primary avenues by which it participated in 
the development of the plan — participa- 
tion in the Lower St. Croix Planning Task 
Force and responses to newsletters and 
workbooks. 


LOWER ST. CROIX PLANNING 
TASK FORCE 


The task force was established in February 
1996 to guide the development of the 
cooperative management plan, facilitate 
participation of riverway stakeholders and 
the public in the planning process, provide 
feedback on the three riverway manage- 
ment agencies’ work, and help build stake- 
holder consensus on the future manage- 
ment of the riverway. Membership of the 
task force was open throughout the plan- 
ning process to all interested citizens. 
Attendees at the task force meetings 
included staff of the riverway management 
agencies, interested individuals, and 
citizens representing boaters, businesses, 
landowners, environmental groups, local 
governments, and various other groups. A 
diversity of interests was always present. 
Attendance at meetings was usually be- 
tween 30 and 50, although some meetings 
had over 200 in attendance. Notices of task 
force meetings were sent to 53 people on 
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the task force mailing list, 78 other individ- 
uals, 56 interagency contacts, 112 individ- 
uals in local government, and the media. 
All meetings were advertised and open to 
the public. 


Between February 1996 and August 1998 
the task force met 53 times. Some of these 
meetings were informational, intended to 
educate task force members, while others 
were workshops where the task force 
worked on specific topics and developed 
recommendations. All of the task force’s 
recommendations for the cooperative 
management plan were developed through 
consensus. 


The task force held a workshop in April 
1996 to formulate preliminary statements 
on the lower St. Croix’s purposes, signifi- 
cance, and exceptional resources and 
values. Meetings were then held through 
the summer of 1996 to discuss various 
issues and concerns regarding future use 
and management of the lower riverway. 
Issues that were covered included such 
topics as river crossings, vegetative cover, 
water quality, land protection, and recre- 
ation. 


In September 1996 a workshop was held to 
begin identifying the range of experiences 
and resources conditions for which the 
lower riverway could be managed. This 
information, along with information from 
the April workshop and from the summer 
meetings was used to develop management 
areas. 


In January 1997 the task force held a third 


workshop to develop management alterna- 
tives for the lower riverway. The task force 


agreed to an overall vision that described 





what the riverway ideally would look like 
in 20 years. Based on the riverway’s 
regarding the future use and management 
of the lower riverway, the task force iden- 
tified preliminary alternative management 
concepts. A series of meetings were then 
held through the winter and summer of 
1997 to provide more detail on specific 
topics such as riverway crossings and to 
identify actions that were common to all of 
the alternatives. 


In the summer of 1997 the task force ex- 
amined different organizational structures 
for managing the land and water surface. 
From September through November 1997 
the task force turned its attention to devel- 
oping guidelines for revising the states’ 
regulations on land and water surface uses. 


In the winter of 1997-1998 the task force 

concentrated on refining the management 
alternatives for the lower riverway. Using 
information generated at earlier meetings, 
the alternatives were revised and clarified. 


Beginning with a two-day workshop in 
April 1998, the task force held seven meet- 
ings attempting to reach agreement on a 
preferred alternative for managing the 
lower riverway and on the guidelines for 
revising the states’ regulations. Unresolved 
issues were forwarded tc -he Lower St. 
Croix Management Commission. On Aug- 
ust 10, 1998, the management commission 
met with the task force and resolved these 
outstanding issues for the preferred alter- 
native. 


NEWSLETTERS AND WORKBOOKS 


Newsletters and workbooks were the other 
avenue used to keep the public informed 


about and involved in the planning process 
for the lower St. Croix. A mailing list 
consisting of 685 names was compiled 

list included members of the planning team 
from the three riverway management agen- 
cies (12), other governmental agencies (75) 
[combined interagency team + other agen- 
cies}, nongovernmental groups/ nonprofit 
organizations (57), businesses and com- 
mercial interests (143), legislators (22), 
local governments (112), and interested 
citizens (264). 


During the course of the planning process 
two newsletters and three workbooks were 
published and mailed to the public. In May 


’ 1996, the first planning newsletter was 


process was beginning. Newsletter #1 
included the draft purpose, significance, 
and exceptional resource/value statements, 
and asked for public comments on these 
Statements, on desired futures, and on 
issues the plan should address. About 430 
newsletters were distributed and 23 separ- 
four letters from individuals who voiced 
opinions about what should be addressed 
in the plan. Most people who responded 
supported or did not disagree with the draft 
purpose, significance, and exceptional 
resource/value statements. Most respond- 
ents also had similar desires for the future 
of the lower riverway. Many wanted to see 
the riverway remain as it is today, wanted 
new development to be minimized, and the 
small-town flavor of the river communities 
to be maintained. There were widely differ- 
ing views on boating, with some wanting 
less motorized boat traffic and/or more 
restrictions, and others wanting fewer 
restrictions on boating and more 
opportunities for access. 
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Newsletter #2, published in November 
1996, summarized the response to the May 
newsletter and identified changes that were 
made in the purpose, significance, and 
exceptional resource/value statements 
based on the public’s comments. The 
concems that would be addressed by the 
cooperative management plan, described 
landscape units of the lower St. Croix, and 
described the activities of the task force. 
No response form was included in the 
newsletter. 


In April 1997 an alternatives workbook 
was published. The workbook included the 
descriptions of potential land and water 
management areas, and five preliminary 
management alternatives, plus a “no 
action” alternative. A vision for the lower 
riverway also was presented. A response 
form was included in the workbook, asking 
the public to comment on the vision 
Statement and the management alterna- 
tives. Fifty-three responses were received 
on the workbook. Some of the respondents 
felt that conditions were fine and no 
changes were needed regarding land use 
restrictions were needed to ensure that 
conditions stay the way they are now. 
Landowners wanted less regulation on 
their private property. There was a notable 
lack of discussion about river use conflicts 
among those who responded to the 
workbook. 


Workbook #2, published in April 1998, 
was intended to compile the existing 
products of the task force and serve as a 
reference tool for participants at the 
preferred alternative workshop. No 
response form was included in this 
workbook. 





Consultation and Coordinatior, 


Workbook #3, also published in April 
1998, focused on the guidelines for 
revising the state land use and surface 
water use regulations. The workbook 
preferred alternative and guideline 

asked to indicate its support for different 
options being considered by the task force 
Approximately 125 written responses were 
received on the options. | 


CONSULTATION WITH THE STATE 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
OFFICES AND THE ADVISORY 
COUNCIL ON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION 


Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (16 
USC 470, et seq.) requires that federal 
agencies that have direct or indirect interest 
jurisdiction take into account the effect of 
undertakings on national register properties 
and allow the Advisory Council on His- 
toric Preservation an opportunity to 
comment. Toward that end the National 
Park Service would work with the Min- 
nesota and Wisconsin State Historic 
council to meet requirements of 36 

offices were invited to participate in the 
planning process, and each had an oppor- 
tunity to review and comment on the draft 
document. In addition to federal agency 
consultation, the state riverway managing 
agencies will also consult with the SHPOs 
as appropriate, and as directed by state 
Statute and rule. 
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CONSULTATION WITH AMERICAN 
INDIANS 


who historically occupied the area of the 
riverway was initiated during the planning 
process. Two Ojibway Bands (the St. Croix 
Band and the Mille Lacs Band), the Prairie 
Island Community of Dakota, and the 
Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife 
Commission were invited to participate in 
mailings and newsletters have been sent to 
the tribes. The Minnesota Indian Affairs 
Council and Mille Lacs Band presented 
information at a task force meeting con- 
ceming the cultural significance of the St. 
Croix valley to American Indians. Conver- 
sations have been ongoing throughout the 
planning process to inform the tribes about 
the progress of the plan and identify how 
and to what extent they would like to be 
involved. The tribes will also have the 
opportunity to review and comment on this 
draft plan. 


CONSULTATION WITH THE U.S. 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Informal consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service began in May 1995 
with a request for a list of endangered and 
threatened species that may occur in or 
near the lower riverway. A response dated 
July 1995 was received. An updated list 
was requested in April 1997 and a response 
dated June 1997 was received and is in- 
cluded in appendix D. The National Park 
initiated formal consulta.ion pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service regarding 
management directions that may adversely 
affect the federally endangered Higgins’ 
eye mussel and the winged mapleleaf 





U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is included 
in appendix D of this Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. 


COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


The Draft Cooperative Management 
Plan/Envircamental Impact Statement for 
the Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway was released to the public on 
September 17, 1999. The public comment 
period ended November 30, 1999. Ap- 
proximately 650 copies of the document 
were distributed to federal and state offi- 
cials and agencies, local governments, 

for review on the internet. Informational 
open houses were held in Hudson, Wiscon- 
sin, on October 25 and in Stillwater, 
Minnesota, on October 26. The purpose of 
Coa aes Sie ae Cree 


review period, including written letters, e- 
mail comments, form cards, and comment 
forms that were either filled out and 
submitted at the open houses or mailed in. 
Of these responses, 37 were from agencies, 
one federal agency, four state agencies, two 
regional and interstate agencies, 10 local 
agencies and governments, and 20 organi- 
zations and business interests. Responses 
were also received from about 850 indi- 
viduals, including approximately 600 form 
cards. Almost all of the form cards sup- 
ported Alternative E, no action. The 
majority of the other responses did not say 
which alternative they favored. Of those 
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ferred alternative or alternative D, about 
half as many supported alternative E, and 
only a couple individuals supported alter- 
natives A or C. 


or alternatives beyond the range of alterna- 
tives in the draft plan, comments that 
caused changes or revisions in the pre- 
ferred altemative, or comments requesting 
clarification of the draft. No response was 
given to comments simply expressing pre- 
ference for an alternative. Because of the 
volume of written comments received, only 
individuals’ letters that contained com- 
ments not covered by the agency and 
organization letters have been printed and 
are listed beiow. Where appropriate, the 
text in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement has been revised to address the 
comments. These changes are identified in 


Federal Agencies 
Environmental Protection Agency 


Regional Agencies 

Metropolitan Council 

Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area 
C “et 


State Agencies 

Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Mi Historical Soci 

Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
State Historical Society of Wisconsin 
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Organizations and Businesses 

Andersen Corporation 

Beanies 

Carpenter Nature Center 

Cedar St. Croix Landowners Association 

Thousand Friends of Minnesota 

Empson Archives 

Minnesota River Valley Audubon Chapter 

Northern States Power Company 

Port of Sunnyside 

Riverway Consensus Standard 

Sierra Club 

St. Croix River Marina Managers 

St. Croix River Association 

St. Croix Waterways Association 

Steamboat Inn 

Stillwater Heritage Preservation 
Commission 

Upper Mississippi Waterway Association 

Wildlaw 

Wolf Marine, Inc. 

Citizens for Responsible Zoning and 
Landowner Rights 


Individuals 

Larry Woif 

Gene Anderson 
Dennis O’ Donnell 
Clarence Nelson 
Bill and Sharon Clapp 
Kathryn M. Nelson 
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1 The managing agencies are aware of the lack of information and deta gaps 
related io water quality, land cover, and endangered species and have initiated 
actions to correct them. Detailed water quality information, planned corrective 
actions, and ongoing monitoring plans are being develsped as part of 
preperation of the S&. Croix River Basin Water Resowces Management Plan. 
This is referenced on pages 19 and 32 of the DEIS and is discussed in detail on 
pages 159-161. Language has been added to the discussion of water quality and 
quantity management directions (page 32 of the draft) that clarifies the 
relationship between this plan and the S. Croix River Basin Water Resources 
inserted in the “Affected Environment” chapter, referencing the “Atlas of Land 
Cover and Land Cover Change,” MWBAC, 1993. Planned land management is 
described in the description of the preferred alternative on pages 61-67 and in 
appendix A. Endangered species are discussed throughout the pian. A 
significamt potential threat to endangered species in the riverway is 8 threat to 
native mussels from the zebr.. mussel. Zebra mussel contro! is addresaed in the 
Zebra Mussel Task Force Action Pian, which inchades a monitoring component 
and is updated annually. That plan is described on pages 33-34 of the draft snd 
is found in appendix G Water quality probiems can affect mussels; water 
quality issues are being addressed in the planning process noted above. Peaking 
Operations at the NSP dam at St. Croix Falls can affect endangered mussels; 
actions arc being taken to implement run-of-the-river operations at the dam to 
eliminate this threat, and the text on page 34 has been corrected. 
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Crom Therefore, we recommend that @ the preferred alternative is pursucd, restorstior 
provusines from Alternate D be aco: porated to the matitmum smmount possibte. 








Based an ex revicw of the sastyse oad mformatzon im the DEIS, our agency has 
the documes an “FC-2". Tlus rating means that the CPA bas dertifed environmental 

thet should be avoided in order te fully protect the ervwonmest and mure informancn should 
reduded ia the Eaveroumental [mpact Suatemert tn characterize exvvonmental :mpaca. The 
rating aill be published in the Federal Reg-mcr bf you have an quemions or co-nements, 
comact Sherry Kamike at 3:2 353-5794 or by E-mail at kawke sherryGepa gov 











2. Controlling the numbers of recreational users of the riverway is difficult due to 





the large number of access points, but growth in use would be limited under 
the preferred alternative. The discussion of user carrying capacity found on 
page 71 has been revised to help ensure that user numbers do not degrade 
natural resources; standards and indicators would be developed and a 
management found on pages 67-68 has been revised to clarify that camping 
would be more aggress'vely managed to reduce the impacts of trampling and 
inappropriate disposal of human waste. 
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. For the plan to be successfully implemented, it would need the active support 


and participation of the staies and local governments. Although alternative D 
would provide greater protection for natural resources, the land use controls 
necessary for implementation would be difficult to enact. This would be the 
most expensive alternative to implement and « would be difficult to acquire 
necessary funds. The implementation costs section found on pages | 24-126 has 
been revised to more accurately reflect the costs of implementing each 
alternative. The description of alternative D on pages 100-104 hes been revised 
to more clearty describe how it would be implemented. Enhanced netural 
resource management common to all alternatives is discussed on pages 31-35 
of the draft plan. 
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Mewemie 11. 1999 


Som Thame, Maxon Comelmeer 
Lewes & Gu ine 
a 
Swarm, 201 59082 


RE Loewe & Cres Awerwey Conpurenve bészecneent Vine and Osnf ETS 
hetepapedions Couns Diservt (2 
Ratewal Fae Me | SRNR | 


Tee Caceres enff ans evweed t. exeagrees pins Gel arvvemanetss epee ond (ETS) bc de 
Leow %& Cran Rew conruter 


The Lowe % Crom Rovw w 0 interatty ‘Wat and Seone Reva Ones 6: fae eeperer< 
mangeees gia ect ETS © ommypienad 2 ec be angameed by do mnageeg egemrea Some des a 5 
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1. The plan has been revised to reference the appropriate plans (page 20 of the 
drat plan). 


2. The management plan places Stiltwater and Oak Park Heights in the river town 
district and Bayport in the “small town” district. Only a small portion of each 
community lies in the riverway, and the Metropolitan Counci! cannot expect 
communities to meet growth goals in envircnmentalty sensitive districts, 
something that was confirmed by the Metropolitan Council's Livable 
Communities Committee on December 20, 1999. 
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COMMENTS 
Ramdy Thoresce 
Movember 15, 1999 
Page 2 
Tee Comat will wort ond the Mineeacm of Transportation (MINDOT), and local 
qovernanmas 0 ensore thet he vyteem ft d@eugned end bait m imoreses aVhrmcy 
serve torvel damaad, grovids user aad mtegrens and wahence oiler wave! modes The piamany 
decamoas anc eparumon of tad facdiiaes ar w be commsnent with federal, ame ond 
rapenel eavEcamestal he, Plaks pragramks and poten. 








ey le ee May pe ees epee atte Heme ly 
Adimnietion wid cl eguboin, 2 4 plese prosem for a powered alecamive far to wee 
S& Coase River tendgs The plesning proamae will rem w recommendations for tn river ereemny tbat 












ae The draft 
00s ast mention thest impacts on the exisnng or fetur: popeistica, or on the vcomsemees of 
Wisconsin and blinnescte citses and counties divecth affected by the managument pion 





The Diuaprint's poly for Major River Corndors indicares thet he Council will eosmment 

ways of coordasing the menagernent of the Missiesipp,, Minnesota and & Cron Rive canridors that 
resngniae thew xportnecs bor onterty regicesl deveiapesent, thew wallaeis unos, ubbgus cheraorerioncs 
ead the anpact they neve on cash othe. 


The Counssd?’'s Waner tascwces Managemen Policy Pian ndxcenr thet the Council will xeagrus river 
comida mesagemem plane for the auger rrvers wm an owerell bere mame! petn, wad will ate 6 
RelIrHNd Guaegenen! aapecach « deerioging pertearuays i pins aed unetemer scooss for cero! of 
poet aad sorpoet source polhmos. 


Te ig nt te arma ae wen ner pe a 5 oem 
0651 602-162! Tee Councs?s webeie iactade mformance about tee megusnnl poluy plans for 

Aviation, Receeste.. Open Tramporiion. ar Resources Managecuvet. sad about the Regsons! 
Biase SS taap.//orere memeoouncilory’. 





3. The plan acknowledges (page |8 of the draft plan) that a bridge planning 
process is underway and is separate from and independent of this pian. 


4. The Minnesota and Wisconsin Departments of Transportation have stated that 
there will be no need for additional bridge capacity within the 20-year life of 
the plan; therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 


Asy 






























































a ew & WS Ww 





L-113 





Re: Draft Conperativs Munagesnest Plaz for the Lower Si. Croix Riverway 
Deer Mr. Theresoa: 


1 wre in my caparity as Chenperson of the Su. Croia River Regional Committee, of the Minassote- 
‘Wisconsin Boundary Asea Commmissica. Ai its November 17, 1999 meeting th: following 
Comminee mconanendations wore made wbject 00 the Comemiasion's catification at its December 3 
masting, Approval of these recommendations is expected st that time. 





1. Tlaet addetional funds be requested for water patrol lew vatorcemamt on the Si. Crou River 12 
those counties mucking the Lower St. Croix Riverway, but act to the detriment of 





eaforcamen ca other water bodies. 








2 Theat the Comanines reaffirm the ised for legisletioa wo suthorise usar fees for mandatory 
boater efecation end licensing. h ts elem recommended that Wisconaia legiakmors lool at the 
Minnesota confiscation and BWV/DW1 lows. 





3. That the Plan inchede speed lienits of 30 caph from Arcola seadher downsweam i Prescot, 


subject to the no-waks hones. 





4. That ds LSCMC stady the effect of personal watercraft cn the River south of the Boomsite.. 





5. That the Plan apport efforts by any goverumnent and prive.e interests to facreace pees trvatica 
of open space within the scenic viewshed of the Si. Croix Riverway. 





6. That the Pen continas the DNR's authority to ceview aad “veto” Riverway decisions madz 
by local governmcats before sack decisions can take affect. 








7. Theat tne high water slow-.0-wake lisa be changed 20 66) feet. 








&. That the Conzmisticn supports the Preferred Alernative as propoved in the draft Cooperative 
Management Pisa for the Lower S. Croix River except as specifically soted. 





Serving eer epor scr staten on the St. Croat: and Miesleatapi rivere since 1006 





. The “Implementation Costs” section on pages 124-126 of the draft plan have 


been revised to reflect increased costs for on-water law enforcement. 


. The plan has been modified to include a 24-hour speed limit of 20 mph 


between the Arcola Sandbar and the north limits of Stillwater, and a speed limit 
of 40 mph between sunrise and sunset and 20 mph between sunset and sunrise 
on the river between the north limits of Stillwater and the confluence with the 
Mississippi River at Prescott. 


. Comment noted. 


. This is consistent with the discussion on pages 29-30 of the draft plan and the 


preferred alterntive as discussed on pages 61-67 of the draft plan. 


. The plan has been revised to clarify that the states would retain “certification” 


authority “objection” authority “veto” power over local government actions to 
adopt riverway ordinances, ordinance arnendmerts and variances, but not over 
local government actions on conditional use permits and subdivision pists. 


. The plan has been revised to show the high-water, no-wake rule would remain 


at 683 feet. 


AN 
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November 30, 1995 


Reedy Thorwece 

Lower Riverway Plasmang Coordinator 
117 béons Samet South. 
Stibweew, MN 55082 


SUBJECT: BRAFT LOWER ST. CROIX RIVER COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT 
PLANENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


Dear hér. Thovesss - 


The Mimnesots Depertmem of Transportsnon has reviewed the stove referenced Draft 
Coaperateve Management Pisa ‘Eavwomnental lnapect Suncment (CMP) Let us pount out our 20 
yes Tramaportetion Syster Pian for cur etropolmnn Distinct, whch encoanpasess the read of 
tee Lower S: Croux. That syenem pian foresees ac addimone! rrver crossings Ror capacity 
vaprovenents © ecxusung bridges through the planaing horiaca, yes: 2020. The Sulbwater- 
Howlon Bridge «2 endergosr- 8 separate exvircamental aud project review precess. We also 
pows out that s cordcr sta «+ Curvemtty being endervaben of Mimmssots Trunk Highway 5, 
between intarsuste Highway. osar Forest Lako and the (ity of Taytors Falls. With these 
enderusnchegs, we heve 9 mmnoer of comments aad qeesnons for your coumderanon. 








The document offers a range of aberaatrve manugemey arwagpes and lend ead w-ser wee 
ahernatives fo: the riverwey Onc o/ our comperns is the apparent additional level of 
mumagement whsch the pian exvimons beyund the catutury nverway boundancs, trough 
wnptementinca of a compamon Wa rubbed Sarwardelup lesiatrve. Such 2 propoen! hes the 
potennal to ksave fay reachang social, exvivcumental and econo effects on 3 large portion of 
weners Wisconsen, aud carters biremescta, mciading te: Twm Cities mewopodtey cea, winch 
bes within ts St Crou watershed. béa/DOT hes 2 samba: of questons and concerns regarding 
gach an asbnoe te . mcs 
we Ow commxpemts to 
tramaportadon rssues, ov facilis: end activities winch have a direct effect on the nva way. 











Devertpeing of the Lower Rivarwas 

Ths document mentovs the riverway's free flowing character, While portoas of the rive may 
resemble a free flowing system, the pian would em if « dod aot recoguice the tremendous 
wflveace on the nver from dems both upstream af Taylor's Falls and downstream at Lock and 
Dess Number 3. Ths dasa at Taytor’s Falls controls the flow in the river. and Lock and Dem 
Number 3 controls the pool elevanan of Lake St Craux. These essar.nal facts should aot be 
waord 











1. The text on pages 19 and 31 hes been corrected to clarify that the initiative is 
voluntary and does not carry any regulatory authority. 


2. The description of the “Affected Envisonment” on page 158 of the draft plan 
has been revised to more accurately reflect the influence of the two dams. 


AID 
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Miweter-Restes Bridge 

‘Teo éocncneme aadiesew: tx (2 propaved Exatge serena Houlee ond Selirweter ws ark 
shies » Gen plen, bar exter Grengh sepa prececns We agora, eof Seal at Oo 
@ocumest shewkt cientty mente het Ge fren! eutccuncs of he Ché? pion ose net extended & bo 
applied to the SaDwuser-Hombier pigs paject, or w the fmol Gepommen ef tor Sadewee Lt 
Beatga 








River Croazing Aboresdien 

‘We cannet fully support any of Gy: poupesed iver coecing -wlicy etemnaeves. Ons difcuity 
‘we ase is Get ones any of tess steenatves os ataperd, « hes te potecte! become age a2 me 
eophcsese, We bubeve the plan dowhi erocudess 0 were fexibis positive os Gone mans, 00 
fete documen maken cam exaruise appeepnute levels of deecremoe & tho Ome such Gromer: 
peceent Gheazenives. We srggpast thu the eens be comsemngs as well os thew locaton, magmacin, 
qtr, be evabnsted on ¢ cure by cose bes 








We suggest tt river crocomg pobcy ahurartrves be based oz ihe following genera! concepn. 


Agy proposed mgaiticent changes t he river croamnge will require site-epecafic 
eqveeenenal evermmose cad approvis from sppkcabkc cal, tame and fodors! 


agence. 
AD peapoents will be developed we clote coorndmmuce wih nver mamapng agecen 


Coerséer comsstaéamos caa be encouraged, bal ouly where pracncal, subs, 
ervweammesizity seund, end act com prokive. 8 dhould be rroogurcesd Gat pincaay 
walmes on cr nem 0 Srecte vik 10t ahowys mout dues commdersnons Utiless co 
bradgus cammot sivuys be eccommodatad das to sadsty couwdurances. Brngung unbtes 
tw s bridges sad der back to another location msy alo hove nguificust erviroamenal 
empacts 2 and of eat! 


From 0 river agency parepectres « 1s preGarred Gent che ue, scale, chareces: cati sumber of 
eridgss aot substentielly change We beheve the plan showld eckpowitedge that he nverwey 
euets wits. a brocder commrxi. Ths asad for cwcemgs by antere! gos nen, wets, ahececal. raul, 
on taghveray sa imecton of tho neods of sterstese commerce, ontmds the jenedichon and control 
of the crver agencies and tha two sence. Thee plum shold ecknowiedgs the esscanel mearsamee 
coummarce aseds of te stakes cod nation of large. and dsecries Low niverwey pokcus ft mr 
@oe aseds No elernstrve aould bs adapted whech would probebe change tw Oe az. scale. 
character c7 camber of crowangs, where need bas been damcestrated ws accordance wi 





covesings sheaid be ecoomnpened by an analyms of ths secondary and complative effects of Oat 
atareatrve lf he plan eaveeess cospols oa the movement of people, goods and services 
berwean stetsa, i shuwid alse sckaewletge and cosem thr soceel, eccecme sad cevwremental 
mapacts tech sch  polry would produce cleewhere 10 the regpos. 








3. The relationship of this plan with the bridge project is clarified on page 18 of 
the draft plan. 


4. River crossings have a profound affect on the river environment and on the 
outstandingly remerkabie values for which the riverway wes designated. As 
such, they must be carefully controlled. MnDOT and WisDOT have doth 
reported that they do not see any need for new bridges across the river during 
the 20-year life of this plan. The text on page 67 of the draft plan has been 
revised to more clearty state how future river crossings would be evaluated. 


5. See the response to Metropolitan Council comment 4. 
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ia general, when Urndgm ae repinced fs qusuag bndge at removed. Hewever, { te cid 
Sectas? 5 on or chegbic for Gs Nenoeel Regumer 0! Histerse Flanes, teen bot Suctee 4(f) of 
the Tzameporumes Aci and Secnan 196 of te Nemseni Hamonc Presurvenos Act eeeabd bx: coed 


© égertmeer the famei deapomoen of ts beadgs or facabty 
MinwGascmmn 


qvarway comder. ht shoehd be cleorty mdicemd teat the Highway 8 tridgs in Taylors Fails 
cummds the rwerwuy buandary 





Map, page 7. The soup mecnroctly lsbels TH 36 os TH 212. 





Mage on pages 4, 62, 70, 77, 63, $7, $2, 98, 101 and 107. These saps hove cnsitied seven! 
bagtways aad cresmngs thet ave umportant acness reese k the riverwey arse These shoald bs 
octsowtrikged sed showa 








TH 95 fem tee Prescom sven siong the west nde of the river © Taytors Falls, 
TH 9% frum the sort: mde of Saltwater wo the Whee Bom [ote aren, 

TH 97 Gom TH 95 nerth of Maxine cn S: Croix w I-35 ness Forest Lake, 
TH 243 Consning ot Oucoaia; 

Wiacenea STH 6¢ fem STH 36 toward New Richmond 

A evamiba: of lughrreys of teaser crvil @wnane 








Overall, we sapper: the pracnce of productive coorémaneos and spen Commnemcapon when 
Grvetapeng excyor proyects on aud nlong ‘he ~werwey [remagertance projects effecting the 
tiverwsy should v2 developed reskrmg te characte: and sensnvity of the wen, wchading both 
@e cres's Wanepertenon eesds enc ths aster: of the iver aneli 


Sencerety. 
doanss. Cth 
Leonare G Ext 
Qhaef Eav:ronmertal Officer 


Derecser, Office of Envwonmental Services 





6. The riverway as established by Congress lies between the dam at St. Crom 
‘Falls and the confluence with the Mississippi River st Prescott. The riverway 
boundary as defined in the Federal Register exchudes the state parks (thes 
protection was assumed) and therefore excludes the lad on the Wisconsin side 
of the bridge, but does include the land on the Minnesota side of the bridge. 


The Highway 8 brndge is with:n the riverway. 

7. The esror has been corrected. 

8. The Region map on page 4 of the draft pian has been corrected to show 
Highway 95, Highway 243, and Highway 64. The other maps exist for specific 
purposes and showing many highways would only serve to clutter them. 


9. See previous comment. 


AY 
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Mm/DOT-Office of Aeromautics 
222 B. Plato Blvd. 

Saint Paul, sor 53107-1618 
Office: 651.296.8202 

Pax: 651.297. seas 


S-mail: larry. mykingedot state anus 
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eS SESE | 1. The outstandingly remarkable values were established by the study team prior 
to congressional designation of the riverway and cannot be changed. 3 
L-105 
MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 2. oneal Saeed ee a The “I ~e ae ~ weyers z 
(pages 124-126 of the draft plan) has been rewritten to include the cost of these 
surveys. 
November 30, 1990 
Mr. Randy Thoreson 
Lower St. Crotx Nattonal Scenic Riverway 
117 Main Sireet 
Stibvater, MN 55082 
Re: Draft Pian - Environmentai impact Statement 
Lower St. Crou National Scenic Riverway 
Minnesota & Wisconsin 
SHPO Number. 2000 866 
Deer Mr. Thoreson: 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above referenced draft 
2 management plan. it has been reviewed pursuant to the given the State 


Historic Preservation Officer by the Netonal Historic Act of 1966 and the 
Procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (S@CFR800). 
We Nave the follovang vomrnents: 


1. The 1872 Department of the interior study (p. 6) which lmited the outstandingly 
remarkable values of ihe fverwey io scenic, recrestional, and yeologic vehues is 
providing sn unnecessarily narrow vision for the ar: . and is acing as an impediment 
to effective comprehensive resource management. Tha more inctusive, balanced, 
ee eae, Can aD ae ee 









from the recent planning process. 
Png at ne tape) ahah app nepreatd evil 


oF other messures need to be taken 80 thet the olan can eflectively flow | 











methods to promote protection of ail historic resources within the boundary, and the 
significen historic resources must be known before these efforts can be tergeted. 
identification and evaluation of all historic properties in the riverway is alec essential 
for @ comprehensive interpretation program. 
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The Secon which discusses ihe isch of cultural resource management (p 16), needs 
more substandve discussion end definition of menegement issues. While it does 
sctnostedye that cufural resources heave been 8 lower Priority then 
fearel resources, i doses nol dently the specific issuns that need © be ectdressed. 





_ The chart of tand management aress (9. 51) slows that the most developed of the 
Cassiicasons 


- Rivertown - ol inctudes “some neasre feeires’ However, at the 
other end of the specttum, the Nature! and Minmely Disturbed ciasaifications should 
speciically allow for the eustence of historically signéicant cultural features. These 
cuaural feetures should also be ucknowlsdged in the descriptions on pages 49 and 
50. 





The secton on river crossings (p. 67) indicates thet replacement of a Natonal 
Register heted or eligible bridge would need to be reviewed through the Section 106 
process. it should be recognized that this review responsibility would be with ary 
federal agency funding o7 perrnitiing a project, such as the Federal Highway 
Adrrinistration or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. We would expect that the 
management pian and the NPS would embrace a more affirmative approsch in 
ey ee ae > ny eae 
scenic, recreational, and historical vaiues of the nverway. 





The section on cultural resources management (p. 72) indicates thet *... in addition 
to Netione! Register properties, cufurai resources are alec traditions! cultural 





The discussion on Page 73 indicates thet archesological surveys 

fusure ground act-Alies undartaken by ihe menaging agencies, and that 
these would be conducted under the provisions of Seciion 106 of the Nziional 
Historic Preservation Act. Given the fact thet the Section 105 process is inked to 
federe! undertakings, is not clear how this provision wil be adrninistered by non- 
federal managing agences. 





There is a provision on Pegs 74 that local governments in the rivertown and in the 
small town historic areas would be required to sdopi and enforce historic 

preservetion ordinances. These ordinances should be required of local 
awe le py There are historic properties thet need 
protection throughout the riverwey. 





9. 


Suuhtene anadtpbe euntets On cunaaemens ceetee teehanate aie 
resource expertise in the conénuing management of the riverwey. 





10. The diecussion on recrestionel use, beginning on Page 146, should inchude a 


eaitentive Gomacien of hertinge teutemn one primary ‘eerantianal extety tor 
vieltors to the riverway. 








11. The section on cultural resources which begins on Page 171 needs more 


develoopmert. The section begins with 8 
includes a brief statetical summary of 


historical overview, and then 
surveys and a 


archesoctogice! 
genera description of current or enticipsted efforts to iduntily c.muurel landecapes 








. The text on pages 13-18 of the draft plan provides a brief overview of planning 


issues; a more detailed description is found on page 72 of the draft plan. 


. Comment noted. 
. Comment noted. 
. The text has been corrected. 


. The text has been changed to commit the state managing agencies to 


voluntarily comply with the spirit of section 106. 


. While it would be commendable for all riverway communities to adopt historic 


preservation ordinances, it is required only in the river town and small town 
historic districts. 


. The text on page 73 of the draft plan has been revised to clarify that ail three 


managing agencies should take better advantage of their internal expertise on 
cultural resources. 


10. The text has been revised to include a discussion of heritage tourism. 


11. The text on page 173 of the draft plan has been corrected, and a section on 


historic structures has been added. 


sajouady ars 
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RESPONSES 





and sthnograptuc resources. There is no overall discussion of the types of hustonc 
properties found in the riverway. or of the neture and sigmvficance of the specific 
properties wruch have been already evatuated and kstec on the Natonel Register 
within the riverway boundaries. There 3 no menton of the Natonai Park Service 
survey of historic properties wruch was compisied m ine 1970's. There is no 
discussion of management and reeirnent issues. Much of tus type of information 
should be readily avaitabie from the hstoric resource study. the ssi of ciassified 
Structures study. and the cultural landscape nvectory. all of which are currently 
underway (p. 73). 





12. The section on mnoects cn cultural resources (p. 205) needs to incorporate hustoric 
preservation ordinances in ail land management avea Gassifications, 8s previously 
a vanety of other partes to adoress the needs of cultural resources adjacent to the 
tvereay. However, attention also needs to De paid tO Cultural resources which ars 
tocetec wiifun the rverwey boundary but whch are not owned by the managemert 
agencies. There needs to be much more discussion of potential actions which could 
be pursued to protect these resources, a senple statement that “preservaton 
Stateges™ are needed is nxt specific enough. 





13. The section on consultation with the SHPOs (p. 277) needs to address how ai! 
managing ayences. not sust NPS, wil work with the SHPOs. 





14. For future consuitason, the following should be added to the isi of agencies and 
organizations on Page 278: the Siiweter Hertage Preservation Commission, 
Stihwater City Hall, 216 N. 4” Stresi, Stiweter. MN 55082: the Afton Heritage 
Preservation Commission, Afton City Mall, P.O. Box 219, Afton, MN 55001-9780: 





18. The land use reguieton guidelines (p. 283) include a general policy statement 
(Dotto of first column) thet eddressss “....caceptional scenic and natura! 
cherecteristics.... * This section needs io include cultural and historice! 
CME ECIRNSESE ay well 








16. The inventory of hisioric sites in Append: F (p. 308) & nol compete. Missing are at 
least eight individual propertes on ths Minnesots sida of the river atich are isted cn 


properties 
inctuded in the table are ectusily iccated outside the riverway boundary. Of course. 








12. See the response to comment 8, above. 


13. The text has been revised to clarify that state riverway managing agencies 
wou!d also consult with the SHPOs. 


14. The organizations have been added to agency mailing lists. 


15. The text has been revised to include reference to cultural and historic 
resources. 


16. The text has been revised to include the information provided. 
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17. The bidliography has been corrected to inchude an additional reference. Other 
Protection Act and it would be inappropriate to reference them in the 
bibliography. 


rere are many adGitonal propertes listed on the National Register hat eve located 
im ose prosérnily to the mverwey. but outside hs riverway boundary, which are not 
inctuded in the wets. 


17 17. The bibbography needs to include the major CMurel resource Surveys und studies | 








rat Neve bten competed for the rverway 


We look forward to conanuing to wort efih ihe verious menegement agencies as hs 
plan 3 compisted and implemented. Please contact us at 651-296-5462 wilh questions 
or concerns. 
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|. See the response to Metropolitan Council comment 4. 





L-106 
2. See the response to Metropolitan Council comment 4. 
enugesenenmeee 3. See the response to Metropolitan Council comment 4. 
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2 in eamed on page 271 of the DEIS Gat ic wes prepared in complience with bob the Netional 
Eevecenannl Policy Acu NEPA; and tee Wiscensis Eaveonsecani Policy Ac'WEPA) Bot 
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Thuse w 0 poambuiety fcr somes confemcn bereece te sorts wade “RIVER CROSSINGS” 
far @e verses ernestve oad Oe semepey i @e ree oo peg 32 The ae i 
te: Predeeed Abermears antes tat Os manbe of “7 ve" cremmng: secetd be reduced winis 
qunperece sites tee fe mami of “oodgs” crcemags wortd ax mcsm bo would &m briptel 
to as pest “Yreer” cesmngs @ “tretgs” woumng: & fully expins Get “Uridgs” comings ua 
sieew, of “river” commy. 








Wecomme Serr \remk Highesy 66 gousg exnmerty fom Meamesoe ‘nm lngbewy 
Saliva @ See Iochmend ond picum com 9 meenag fem ts base mop Ge «os ed fo 
amy of @ cep o te DES 








Ths WVaDOT whotetwereedly agrees er (he prcpoen ee fee DELS of “heme coorhentwe, 
commmencaion amd ceopranon. and wtegrated ranagemen and plewenng bereecr the Troe) 
macaging ageaces and ver fedorel, sume. and iccal govermaeen ~ 


The WisDOT apprecienes Gr qpporumity w commer: un Ge DEIS for Gee Lower & Cun 
eboas) Seame Riverway 





4. River crossings are defined on page 67 of the draft pian. There is no discussion 
of river crossings on page 132 of the draft plan; the text on page 134 of the 
draft ts consistent with the definitions on page 67. 


$. See the response to Minnesota Department of Transportation comment 8. 
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State Historical Society of Wisconsin 
Gls Senes Serge: ¢ Madison, Wiscoasm 53706-1482 ¢ 608/264-6400 © Fon: 2464-6404 








IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO SHSW # 96-4380/PL/PK/SC 
RE: Draft Coaperauve Masagement Plaa/Eavirsamental impect Staicaneat; 
Lewer Se. Cretx National Scenic Riverway 


Deus Mr. Thoreson: 


The State Historical Society of Wisconsin is in receipt of the National Park Service's 
St. Nasional Scenic Riverway. We understand that this was prepared in response to the 
1995 Naticawide Programmatic Agreement ‘vith the National Park Service, the National 
Conference of State Historic Preservation Offices and) the Advisory Council. This Plaa 
will provide the NPS and its cooperating agencies with the general guidance necessary 
for the management of the Lower St. Croix Riverway for the next generation. Although 
the State Histoncal Society of Wisconsin has not been actively involved in formulating 
the Pian up to this point, we would like to take this opportunity to add our comments 
before you finalize the Plan and the Environmental Impact Statement. 


We hearuly cadorsc the concept of cresting seven seperate land management areas, in 
perocular the provisions creatmg 3 new mamagement approach jor land areas designated 
as “Yivertown” and “small town historic.” We believe that this approech makes a great 
deal of common sense and should prove very helpful in preserving historic resources 
within incorporated communities sicag the Riverway. We would like to point out thet 
three of the five incorporated communities (Osceola, North Hudsoa and Prescott) on the 
Wisconsin side of the river already have historic preservation ordinances aad additional 
legislation may not be necessary, but that Hudson and Si. Croix Falls currently do not. 


and St. Crom Falis have not. Survey grants are available from thus office for imensive 
ourveys of unsurveyed communties, such as the three listed above. It is also possibie thsi 
the Wisconsia DNR, the West Centra! Regional Planning Authonty, or some other 
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1. Comment noted. 

2. See the response to Minnesota Historical Society comment 9. 
Therese 
Fez Crete eaten terete Sere 3. See the response to Minnesota Historical Society comment 2. 


agmacy or aca-prodt would be eligible for a grant from the State bi:storical Society to 
Survey the resources along the rural sueiches of the Riverway as well, something we 
baheve to be advisadle. 


1 The other land management areus within the Plan stress the conservation of the natural 
qavironment, which we believe to be an admirable goal. Provissons should be made, 
however, that promote the prese-vation of isoleted historic resources within otherwise 

areas withen and sdjeceut to the Riverway. For instance, we would 
act advocate the removal of a historic log cabin solely in an effort to return an area to its 
origmal astural static. in such an instance, we would nope that each of these public 
benefits would be weighed accordingly before & decision is reached. 


Manegiment Orsenization 


We note that the Riverway's Management Organization fails to inchade anyone with a 
profesmonal expenence in cultural resources. To our knowledge the St. Croix Riverway 
office of the MPS does not currently heve a culpural resource specialist on staff ht seems, 
therefore that the Management Teem will need to rely on NPS regional historians, paid 
eee | 
a between the Riverway’s management organization and cultural resource specialiets be 
more fully detailed in the body of the Pies. 


3 in addition, for the management team to effectively manage the cultural resources within 
and adjacent to the Riverway the Erst essential sep is to develop an inventory of the 
histonc and cultural resources within that management area. Such an inventory should 
inchide all the various types of resources potentially eligible for listing in the National 
Regnster of Historic Places. This should include st musmur A) archeological sites, 

B) historic structures and buildings, C) traditional cultural properties, D) culture! and 
designed landscapes and E) underwater resources. 
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Therese 
Lower 8. Crets National Scenic Riverway 
Pege 3 


several effore ave underway, currem efforts by the NPS seam to be lmuted to NPS- 
owned prupernes. We bebeve thet tus approach is ovurty iumited and therefore icas 
eesfal then ii dhould be if tt mchaded naa-NPS owned properties. 


‘We therefore strongly recommend thet a comprehensive survey of the Riverway become 
@ merc prumery menagement obpecuve. We umderstend that thes w a large land ares thai 
cam pot be easily or quickly completed. But the need for a comprehensive survey ‘3 
abeobeety exsenoal jor the successfal management of cultural resources witinn the 


4. See the response to Minnesota Historical Society comment 16. 


5. Implementation costs identified in the plan include inventory funds but not 
funds for a staff position. 


6. See the response to Minnesota Historical Society comment 11. 











Also, the NPS should consul with thz two SHPOS to update Appendix F to ensure its 
accuracy and compleseness in terms of mchuding al! the properurs either listed in the 











— Se ee ee 
awe mecnponed above. Funds from this office be available to defray the 
advocate for the creation of o fall tizas position devoted to Cultural Resource 


RARER. 




















The Scate Histoncs! Society was recemtly a reciprent of an ISTEA enhancement grant 
from the Wisconsin Department of Touriam. A large scale-planming document was 
produced thet highlighted the various cultural resources along the ‘Visconsan stretch of 
the Great River Road. Copies of this brochure might still be available from Marty 
Beekman, District 5, WicDOT at (715) 343-9545. We believe that this Gocument should 
prove usefal as 2 model for a similar effort slong the Lower end perhaps the Upper Si. 








We fcamnd the Secnon devoted to Cultural Resources disuppownuag. Although it briefly 
summed up the history of the Si. Croix River Valley, i failed to document the distinctive 
counechon thet exists between the river and the viriuus commumbes that developed 
alongnde. This unique local perspective forms at least part of the rationale for the land 
management evens 60 promusndty weluded iz this Plea. li should be noved thai many, if 
met most, of the comanunstics located on the St. Croix River are named within a river 
Context wuth names hike Stilheuser, St Croix and Taylor Falls, Hudson (90 named 
becauss the river reminded the town founder of the Hudeon River and his native New 
York), Marine on St. Croix, exc. 
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7. The organizations have been added to agency mailing lists. 


8. As noted on page 277 of the draft pian, consultation would be consistent with 
current federal regulations. Reference to the 1995 agreement has been deleted. 





la reviewing tes disuibuson bet we nose thet the boca! inmcmmeri commmemons ©, Osceola, 
Norta Hudson and Prescos aud other local historical societies withen the various 
Commennitios and countin bocated within the Rvarway were aot memncesd We wovld 
recommend that copies of Gaic Draft Plan be provided tc thems and Gust the Comment 
period be extended 0 ressonabte amount of time for ay response thay many have. 








We world also noes that ths federa: reguisnons maplementing Sscuce | 06 of the Neticesi 
Hamone Preservation Act of 1566 bes bes extensively revised as of June of this ycar. 
Alibough the Naticerwide PA is still valid, the relationship betwemn the SHPO sad each 
unit of the National Park Service will change soanswhat. That could bs more folly 
exaplined im the thas secties of the Pian. 








We hope these comments will prove uncial to you im your efforts to menegs this 

important nationally sigmficant reacerce and we look forward to wortung wwh you in thes 
om Hf you have ary questions, | can be reached by paces st (608) 264-5506 a: by & 
eiecosrin@perd shew sac ch 


Keltog 
Sz Paw, MN $$102-1905 
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Clay of Aftsn - 3033 St. Croia Traci So. Bax 219; Afton, MN S300i 
(651) 436-3090 Fax (651) 436-1433 


1. The plan has been changed to ensure the continued viability of the downtown 
commercial districts cf Afton, Marine on St. Croix, and Osceola, as well as the 
‘sting industrial facility in B 
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2. The plan has been revised to identify a recommended change in the riverway 

bourdary in Bayport. While the managing agencies favor a slightly different 

City OF BAYPORT boundary adjustment than proposed by the city, the Lower St. Croix 
26 Norn Ic Street Management Commission would take action on specific boundary changes 
Gupet Wineeste SHNS-1657 after completion of this plan. 
Prone (661) 439-2530 

November 5 1900 
Randy Thoreson 
Lower Riverway Planning Coordinator 
117 htetn Sweot South 
Stbwetes, Minnesota 56062 
Deer Randy: 


reviewed the Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway Draft 


| 
lf 
th 
i 
il 








2 in addition, the City Council took action to recommend the Boundary Water Line 
within the City of Bayport to move further to the esst. | have inciuded a map showing 
the boundary change. 


Additionally, | have enclosed s copy of Resolution No. 96-125 which outlines the 
City Counc#'s officia! positions and cornments relisted to the Lower Si. Crom Nationsl 
Staternent. — - 
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COMMENTS 


CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
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RESOLUTION MO. 99- 125 
EXTRACT OF THE MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
oF MIBMESOTA 


RESOLUTION CITY OF SAYPORT, WASHINGTON CORTY, MIMMESOTA, 
REQUESTING THAT THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT CF NATURAL RESOURCES, THE 
WISCOMSIN DEPARTMENT OCF MATURAL RESOURCES AMD THE MATICHAL PARK 
SEXVICE CHANGE THE LOWER ST. CROIX RIVER MATIOMAL SCENIC RIVERWAY 


au 

F 

1 i 
E : i 
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i 

i 

HE 


ved @ copy of the Lower &t. 
Croix Scenic Riverway Draft Cooperative 
Management Plan and Onvirommen’al Impact Stetement, and; 


Plan Environmental Impact Statement, Page 62, which 
is designated as «a 
® ‘Town* Manegement Area within the Draf= Cooperative 


rf 
b 
A 
g 
m 
E 
4 
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which states that the City oc! is designated 
"Small Town" and that such designat will permit ae 


existing commercial and multi-family uses, and; 
In 1996 the City of Bayport went through extensive Public 
i 
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Bearings to revise its Comprehensive Plan and the 


including aviation, recreation space, 
waste water treatment and handling, as 
well as the Regional Blu and other chapters 


Appendix A —_ ie policy, i will likely 
» ere as a ’ t y 
result in the Andersen to moving its 
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Nowermber 24. 1989 


MR RANDY THORESON 
117 MAIN STREET SOUTH 
STILLWATER MN 56082 


Re. Oral Cooperative Management Plan 
Deer Mir. Thoreson: 

Enctoeed please find 2 cerfiled copy of the City of Lake St Crom Beach Resolution Mo. 
+ ——~.resenee eens Cron Nebanad 


The City Councd appreciates the opportunity to review and commnent on fhe Orafi Plan and 
are avetable © expen thet abservatons & you m more deted f needed 


We command fhe agencies for promoting ha coopersive exerts We also sppreccate 
your efforts in compiling tre nrurnerabie proposals into fhe present Drafi format 


Prease cal me if you should have any questons 


ee 
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1. While lot size in Lake St. Croix Beach does not reflect the general description 
of the “small town” district, all other aspects of the community are consistent 
Comnciinesnber Campbell mtroviuced the following Resotunon and moved it adopoon. the “small town historic” district. 


CITY OF LAKE ST. CROIX BEACH 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA 
RESOLUTION 2319 


AND COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
(.* ‘WER ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY 


BE IT RESOLVED by the the City Council of the City of Lake S. Croix Beach that LSCB 
comncseds and eppiauds the manegung agence for they v-won, fanh and opcunism 0 choosing sad 
using euch en inctusive, colleborstive, positive comsensus-cuilding process thei recognizes the 
Giveruty of viewpoints emong the many stakchoiders m the ongoing tewardslup of the nverway We 
youn many other participants in our gemuitely pleasast surprise at how well the process worked over 
meny months and years of cooperative effon a the exemt and scope of che areas On which Consensus 
wes reached, and at the adosnos by the Management Coenuprssion of thc mary consensus-based smut 
resolunons which were acheved 


Our City takes its very mame from the 75 year old plat of Lake Sain Croix Beach, which 
celebrasss the founders’ discovery of the recremonal and residential ssmeniios of Lake Si Croix, and 
parucularty cur precious sand beach. Long before the caty cane ito exustence as a political entity, the 
community of families owning property here fell in love with ow river, and enthusiastically enjoyed 
and protected it. Today the City is the riparian owner of almost s mile of shoretand and biuffland, in 
trust for its residents. The City itself, as weil os its catizens, see ourse/ves all as stewards of the unique 
St. Croix Riverway. 


The City generally supports the preferred askhernative in the Draft Plan; however, we 
reapectiulty offer the foliowing suggestions and comments. 


Desteation os imal Tews Pages 51, 61 


i Object to City of Lake St. Croix Beach being designate.’ “Small Town The “Saull Town 


We do not have “primarily large lots” and therefore cannot ard shoukd no! be lumited to “new 
developmen: provided the existing largy-lot, single family character of the areas do mot change.” 


Saneemeent Mrocare Ontioss Land ie Masser Page 11? 
Favor: “no riverway managing agency would have veto authority over the loci government's 


SZE 
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COMMENTS 


RESPONSES 





We have seen property owners experience confusion and frustration after recetving City 


Object in general to adding another agency to the admunistration of the Riverway, but like the 
concept of the sew Lower St. Crom Partnershup. Administering the Riverway will cominue to be 
mg with these layers (as listed below) of comoiling suthority, but a least the 





Not certain in what context this term will be used No objection if Net Project 
means “area within a parcel where development may take place.” We assume this is not a twol to 
redeece lot sizes 








Object to Minimum Lot Width of 100 ft. 
This conflicts with LSCB Zoning Code in the R-3 District that required mirunvum lot size but 








Favor the statement tha: dimensionally substandard structures that contain permitted uses may 
be retained, improved and expanded if seps are taken to mtigate for visual impact and for adverse 
impact on the water quality in the river 


This is consistent with LSCB practice to aliow praperty owners to improve the housing stock in 
the City, inchading Riverway District, when certain health and safety isswes are addressed, incheding 
connecting to municipal water system and upgrading sepia system. 





2. The plan states that minimurr lot size in the “small town” district would be 


determined by the local government's underlying zoning. The definition of “net 
project area” is not applicable to Lake St. Croix Beach. 


. Aminimum lot width requirement of 100 feet in the “small town” district is 


reasonable. The current Minnesota rules require a minimum lot width of 100 
feet in sewered areas and 150 feet in unsewered areas. Many lots in Lake St. 
Croix Beach do not meet those current standards. 
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COMMENTS 











Object to permitting only singic femity remdential uses, object to prohibson thet ao new multi- 
femaly or commercial uses would be permitted, clarify that existing muln-family aad commercial uses 
may continue wah Coadstioaa] Use Perma 








Currently the Bhefland Shoreland Ordinance would aliow condinonal uses. tf approved by the 


Vegetation Mopseemen' Pages 65, 164, 284 








Olyect to the stated primary vegeiative management goal “tc screen structures from view as 
seen fom the river... * 


LSCB has nearly one mile of remdenmal uses facing the river. Musi of these structures were 
constructed before tu Si Crotz was designated a protected rive way. When viewed from the river, the 
length of ths City shows as a resdennai neighborhood - not as c “wal, undeveloped stretch of land |i 
is du City’s vegetative momagemeni practice to restore, protect, amd preserve the eroston-resisiant 
ground cover vegetative understory, imciuding primarily native plant species, ard also, where 
pracncable, 10 create and masmiain a reasonable vegetanon canopy in the Riverway District (dui not 
necessarily on the rtverward slope). As viewed from the river, or the land on the Wisconsin side, our 
City appears as a stretch of nicely mameatmed middle-class famtly homes in a wooded biuffland 
setting, with an assorement of relatrvely small boats, power amc sail, at docks and moorings along the 
shoreland, plus a public part with a beach, pavilion, and picnic facilities, ali connected by a public 
Street which umvites leisurely waffic of all kinds We beieve ii is c pleasant panorama of the uses of a 
resudenmal/recreanonal riverfront. although it mctades srwctares. 


We beheve that thoss owning. using. or sust pussung through on the lang (publi and private) 
should have the same opportunity to view the river) and the apposite shoreland and bixffland 
ressdersial/recreational riverfront, incheding homes, boats. ek, also a pleasant panorama. Screenung 
- total or partal - needs defimanon |i also needs explawmon and clartficanon as to the pustification 
Oe Fae TS aS EP 








Favor policy that includes management of vegetation to encourage local lant communties and 
repair and improve erowon in shoreland and biuff areas 


LSCB has been a leader in identifying causes of erosion in sscep bluffs and actively practices 
Vegeailon management tv maintain and encourage prosecitve ground cover in its Bhffland Part. 








_ Obyert to restnction on disturbing vegetation on steep slopes and within 40 ‘ss: of :br logs of 


This is not consistent with LSCB that has an established neighborhaa) tn dee Kivercay with 
masty property owners haveng chosen marecured yards rather than mater, amt tursed yards 
Residential landscape preference is a persuna! issee, particularly on private props.’ esparated by a 
street from the City-owned biuffland park Property owners will comme ks 'r)*: strubs, remove, 
replant and alser they yards as +s the usual practice i ay 1sndenisal semng. 











4. Sec the response to Afton comment !. 


5. The states, in development of land use regulations that will implement 
elements of this plan, are preparing a definition of screening and are 
developing language thai protects views of the river from residences as well as 


6. Adequate flexibility in the state ‘and use rules wil! allow yard maintenance in 


Lake St. Croix Beach. The referenced language has been in effect in Minnesota 
Rules since 1974 and has not prevented yard maintenance in this community. 
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Xeon se Sezegemens 
~Saie 4 Ne Wan Zens Page 201 








Oeger: t estabishing No- Wake Lone when nver level reaches E) 683 Change to El 63. 


Ths LSCB Biuffland Part expervences erosion from waves and wabes beiow E] 683, a3 weil a3 
@bow., 70 protect the fragiia sosls, No-Wake shomid be deciared at Ei 68) 








Rast Seend Page 69, 199, 290 


The Cay of LSCR does act presemily favor syecafic speed limits However, the following 
veomments are offered 





Gtwen that LSCB is located wm te widest section of Late Si Crotx and that most boat raffic s 
new Ou mrdtgobie chupmel (about |/) mule from tee Shore “ord Park), 1s there a valed argument for the 
Cay 29 aepport boas speed emits” The masemera that “A sed lteatt for powerboms would be imposed 
@ cxsre boats: safety.” a nt rus m every case. Defferent types of boats require Gifferent speeds © 
auinkan seerags. A cruiser with a displacement hull com cream a very large wan af slow speeds 
These wakes can Se a hevard w small craft dock: avai shorelines. 


© Acteal speed (between points) is Gfficall 0 same on water héany boats are noi equipped with 
& gpecdnester 


© UY speed lunits we adapted they should be commmeni with coher mero area parisdictions. par- 
acoder Lass Miamesowta, othereim. “high performance” boon wil! be encowraged to “migras" 
to where ngher weeds are permitted 


© Uf speed tert: ars adopted. they thowid be wiform (excep: for existing sino wave 20n6%) jram 
north of Stiteat: w Prescoa. Differing speed lumsts would requirt many more (less than scenic) 


ngs, and comphcats exforcemen: by beitding im room for “museraternanding* and comfsuon 


© In ay evera, wrth of withon: a specific speed heat, enforcemer: should he uniform and Consient 
troughoes the Lower Si Croc Nataned Scamec Riverway. for wolamon of safety :ssees (icinding 
wrugfe groud) awd notse ismces wrder present los The law Enforcement on the St Crotr im recent 
years has largely deported on Washington ( curdty efforts. ard ather.«sa has been wuermiteent, ht 
- ard - mx, aed encoordimated as 3 whole «We beleeve tes publ sepety of the riverway would 
bast be served by 0 unified igw orcemani anthorit) with sufficsent fending and staff 0 provede 
om adequase level of consistent enforcement of existing ardor new ites, wo serve ad protect ail 
who use the rrvenway Subssmal improvesent 13 eveded 





Rast Naie Page 291 








Obpect to reuinctiag aoise limits to boats only Nose coatrols should be more genersi or a least 
tachods 200 planes, rests be commstent in both states. end enforcenbie in practice 











7. See the response to Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 
comment 6. 


8. A speed limit of 40 mph in the daytime and 20 mph at night would be 
established between the north limits of Stillwater and the confluence with the 
Mississippi at Prescott. This is consistent with speed limits on Lake 
Minnetonka and Prior Lake. 


9. Seaplane use is uncommon in the riverway, and regulation of seaplane use was 


not considered in development of the plan. Noise generated by watercraft, 
offroad vehicles, snowmobiles, and motor vehicles are regulated by statewidr 
programs in both states. 
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See pisses hes ot pramong ming of meats ons each are nse tem doen owt 
oy age parva of ‘wes 


ecm Comsree & Snmeets ecu Page 25%, 291 





Ompsct w pepoent for coms type of access coun! for cperee property owas (wich 2 
LSC «me Cary act the devices Domes) oet-oven dy use Ods-oven ragumraice mater ek 








Qeey « eee ocaDpoe would Genowy be meet to nigge Ges repadecwe” For sample, Hudaon 
aarrows va Lake St Crom - ere w a beg Goffercec: 2 mabe of doen 1 acres of wee 








LSCB property comers have dedicemed um of te "rear trough 4 part neem Thess property 
wag} keww e as! porwr me Sued cares «© eg Ba owe Ay tee 
wuighbortoed 4; 2 local ces popuba Bary are tes caresahers of te rwereuy - murs w dae te 
dy om gonsral pobac The SCE property comm aiso hare tu abslety for chacremonary ass Sf te 
ricer - becmmm of suey @r25) wo thew wanercrat serkdn rather teas weetend boanng 1s aftcs @ 
veiuer) preference 


Macnee seme Amos Page 29) 


An cbservanan, Ths projeiaon of are mare, apewon & exsieg mara aw are 
fenewh remeps ans coused the price of slip remtais © chmd an Of reat fo ths iow ad modern 
weume bom ft hes created 4 very csctamns errommes on tee Cron Neurone Scem Rrveer 
(NOTE. The City of LSCS tants moortngs in: its shareiand part & a discrem manber of City “xciedamis, 
outmiing “, ouffeshored™ use) 








Ducts Pegs 251 
ORpect to basting dock t achseve depth of mo more then fow feat 


Ths is an ili-eformed and unworkable rule Kee! boss often reqeers mors team four fest of 
waser or tory well be damaged fram bouncing off te "er bono = Winer iets com fecman ad Dap 


ribcally aed nattenty For sajets perposes 4 shows bw the reggonedelity of te doct owns’ 
determines tu dagh of was: ao xt 








We watermad dct wh aul dengn nme: are beg Gscussed 7 te ond use aie) 
grep. for maplementabon © rere appewhce; awd regeiahora LSI OB (ity deorgn seater ere been 


Sevtaames Chanest Memmenencs Page 72 
Fevor mastasning 29 ft chasmel from Soll water to Prescom 





Ciyect to rechscang the width of the sevigabie channel & Kuemuciunnc from 200 f w 100 & 
because of safety issues 


10. Access controls of this type are not proposed in this pian. The referenced 
paragraph on page 290 of the draft plan has been deieted from the pian. 


11. Boating density on the river is evaluated for 13 zones based on use patterns and 
geographic similarities. This ts part of an ongoing monitoring program 
established im 1977 that is not discussed in this plan. 


12. The text on page 79! has been revised to resolve these concerns. 


13. Nonmotorized craft can operaie outside the marked 9-foot-deep maintained 
channel, as can most motorized recreational vessels. Shoaling at the mouth of 
the Kinnickinnic River has not reduced the width of the 9-foot channel below 
the current 200 foot standard for many years, and it is unlikely dredging would 
ever be required if the 9-foot channel were allowed to be as narrow as | 00 feet. 
Since there is a strong likelinood that the endangered Higgins cye pearly 
event, avoiding the need to dredge the channel in the future is a priority. 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA) 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON) 


|, he wadersigned, being the duly qualified end acting Clash of the City of Lake St. Cou: Beanh, 
hereby cerdly thet tre afhached and foregoing ls 9 rue and conmect copy of Reaghdion No. 0-19 
“cmmatia n ihe Dent Cooperate Menegement Pisa For Louns St. Croix Neliogs! Scan: 
Bivorway, Dated! Menseteer 25. 1968, an the same is on fhe and of record in my office. 


Dated fie 241 day of November, 1990. 


O'Donnell, Cly Cart 
of Lake St. Croix Beach 
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Page 
November 29, 1999 


New Comsnercial Uses 


The Committe: was scabte t: fied restoanhe tm thy ost of The Draft for requiring 
ttm cossmercial ases bs rugztwind ae cundicbenal nes. 


The City Falls under the definition of “Sanall Taws Historic” and os stated in The Draft, 
“new commercial... aes would uct be allowed, but cxisting commercial.. ees would 
becoms conditionally permitted veces and would aut be ‘non-conforming’” Such 2 policy 
has the potential fer being ecremely raarictive to our Vilage Conner (the Comprehensive 
Plan term indicative of the dual commercial and social roles played by the conser of the 
coummenity). The Vilage Center wes the loceticn of the original Marine settdement 160 
years ago and soli maintains smsch of is historic chevacter and 0 selection of early 
commaarciat buidiags Wile the Village Centar is locused made the rivurwey bowaderies, 
sone of che businesses con be seen from the river. indeed, the only property m the Vilage 
Case hg rin eho by he Mire Hd Syn 
commercial . 





tate a cata Os ube etn chal Ga aoe 
a the aujer Sap ferme een: 5 ned 


and eqpunies cuy Gum Go deer to pereited eo coutans do ecto oftd Vilegs Came 











the inplernemation of the Plan that the now uses wil be found satisfactory 





ZAF 


1. No change is proposed in the existing rules that have been in place since 1974. 
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Page 3 
November 29, 1999 








Grven the restrictive let of ellowsble uses and the review | procesess whic: are required 
S Nate need 


the menagement ssctions of The Draft, suggeut the: conditions! use permitting, wher i 
appropruse, could be performed web full effectrvences at the local level 








Setstvaadard Seructern 


Ths Comansttes foved thet se sndue burden 's bring placed ce riparian lend 
owners by taking eway thelr rights to rebolid in their existing (not print. A heme bb 
he rhagte lergee: errestemant meet penpie wil sane in their Pf: tame wed Chet vane 
end security could be takes sway by The Draft pine. 


The Draft defines Subuandard Structures os ay structure tbs does act mest the curvunt 
tiverway esatheck ‘ibis deGimitice ‘mpects sbout 90 percent of all the structures wath 
riparian rights locesed ovtnde of The Vilage Conn 


Taere have been sumerow deecusmoes by the Lowe S: Crom Advwory Comminee 
concermng the ampact to as cwaw of a asbetenderd strucase when the struchme 
magntively anpa! by s port Many dedetions bave bse wesed around with regards io 
wher constitutes the total lows of a structure The Commnatee bas been considering 
detinang 2 total toss as Gamage greater than 50 percent of the property 


A homeowner is required by 2 lendor tw prow "s pviperty i@rmreoce to protect ageimet the 
loss of « strucewe. ‘The Minessous Standard Fire Policy, os approved by the 
Commmenoner of Insurance, tists ainn perils tant ws exchuded from all property imeureace 
coverages. ht ts the exclusion for urdimsnce changes thet convernms The City the mos. 
Under thet exchsion, a property owner's mmmurance pulicy would aot cover the cost to 
move 3 curem substandard srucomre (as defieed m The Draft), thet u destroyed by a 
peril, to the nsw setback requirements The City does act babeve that « is The Draft’s 
imem to place 3 property owner ia s positios that & can act frosect teeif fom financial 
harcahap 


In the evemt thet a property owser could afford to finacce the movement of thes home t 
raat the ew setback requarcassnta many of the homes would be resivicted by city scmmng 
ordmences that require & }) foot foe: yard set back in the pest the Cary bes gramed 











then The Plas protect Y~> pruperty owees with substandard srucewre: aan 
catastropiac ines by alkvwing a: owner the right to rebuild their home oa the current foot 
prist, and to anfbroe The Drafi's sew setback reqp—uarersenss for sew construction 








2. See the response above. See also the response to Afton comment |. 


3. This is being considered in the development of state rules to implement this 
plan and is beyond the scope of the plan. 


IAL 


NOLLVNIG¥YOO) GNV NOLLVLINSNODZ 








Local Agencies 











Nowember 29 1999 


335 


DAT] 























L~<4 





iit 


jie Whit: 


- ’ iets sal 
i lial ae it tah 


at He ip THE hy; 
Hie HH 


336 





3 








Lee 











as Highway 10. This would be a fine perhaps if Highway 10 
ran north and south but it does not. A better boundary 
aseuming that a boundary is needed within incorporated 
areas would be tied to the Bluff line, within a reasonable 
setback to avoid being impacted by land slippage, but near 
enough to the bluff line to aliow uses on it's eastern 
side. Incidentally the Impact statement's map indicates 
that the eastern boundary is even farther from the river 
than Highway 10, which i hope is due to the scale of the 
Bap 








1. It is difficult to determine the boundary from the map due to its scale. The best 
determinant of the boundary is its legal description, which is available from the 
manag,.z, agencies. The Lower St. Croix Management Commission acted in 
1985 to move the boundary west (from a section linc) to the railroad bridge; 
Front, Orange, and Broad Streets; and Highway 10. However, the boundary 
change was not published in the Federal Register so never took effect. That 
error will be corrected when other boundary corrections, discussed on page 75 
of the draft plan, are published in the Federal Register. \n the interim, 
Wisconsin DNR and the city are managing the area as if the boundary lay 
along the railroad bridge, Front, Orange, and Broad streets, and Highway 10. 
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RESOLUTION 2 ~* 
A RESOLUTION TO REQUEST WITHDRAWAL FROM THE LOWER ST CROIX 
SCEIGC RIVERWAY 


WHEREAS, te City of Prescot wes established in 1851 end plowed along the St. Croix River 
shordy therendex, and, 


WHERRAS, te City of Prescot wes an urban feature of the St. Croix River for | 7 years pricr 
& tes Wild and Scenic Rivers ect, and; 


WHEREAS, the designatica of Prescott as par? of the Lower St. Creiz. National Scenic 
Riverway hes bean cnstly to both the City and 5 residents, 





i BR IT RESOLVED thet the City of Prescott hereby requests to be removed fom the 
designation 0: part of the Lower S. Croix Wild and Scauic Riverway. 








ADOPTED THIS 22°" DAY OF NOVEMBER 1999. 


ATTEST: 


Mayor City Adsninistrawr 





This is to curtify thet the foregoing is a truc and correct copy of the resolution duly and iegally 
by the Common Council of the City of Prescott at 2 legal and reguler meeting on the 
day of Novernber, 1999. 


Moff Mt — 


City Adanimiserascr 








1. Congress established that the riverway shall extend from the dam at St. Croix 
Falls to the confluence with the Mississippi River. 
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tee C:GtePLasE OF Breensere 


November 30, 1999 

Randy Thoreesn 

Lowe: Riverway Coordinator 
117 béedn Serest South 
Sailtweesr MN 55082 


Dear b4r. Thoseson: 


The City of Sallwater hes bees am active particapant in ibs devziopmeni of the arufi Management 
Pian over the pert three years. Alached to this letter are addimonel comuments oc the draft pies 


Of particulier concern to the City us the saperation of Suiliwater is two loud use management 
dastncts, riverwoe end email tows. Snitwater is one town, a nvertown, aad dividing Sultwaswr 
by sows artificial line does not make sexes and will maks our job of managing river lead uses 
taore dihicalt 


2 


Ciny of Stiltwener 
Attactenent 





CITY WALL: 236 NORTH FOURTH STILLWATER. MINNESOTA 55062 PHONE: 651-430-8800 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
1. The list in appendix F has been corrected. 
2. Comment noted. The area between downtown and Dutchtown is quite natural 
City of Seibwater in character and it would not be appropriate to convert it to look like 


Comansee va Drafi Couperasive Management Pina Lavireamenta Lapect Semsamen: for 
the Lower % Crets Matinaal Seanke Riverway 


The fnlbowing comments are offered es the City of Suillwete: mpet on the draft Management 
Pee ead Eavuoemental Document. Representatives from ths City did parbcipets is draft pin 
development end are femuhar wich the document. The somepsnss are organized im two sections, 
@ayor posnts of concera and pounts cf cancers as heted balow 


Major Pott: of Ceacers: 


|. Gamerefty, the Gocuments seems to emphases neveral and scene resources over culpc ai 
(hasten sad recresticand resources This leck of caltaral resources emphoms w reflected n 
tae lack of mesnon m management acaces sactice of emy Cultural resource protechon 
tuesares The svetcs detesie nature] esowrcs ection, an and wate quality actus, 
recresbonel aed busting, fistang end vagyimg Wenegepent menwen, COMMmErCIA service: 


Ive 





: 

1 and coaceamws bul no menmos of culternl resource protecton measures The Appendix “F~ 
lnventory of reiased hustonec oe referred to on page 72 are heted hostoric tes and do not 
tackade ewes shgibic fer bestorc being Preferubly. sddspons! study shoudd be condacted 
add to the anvonel regoste: mie hei the substental mucha of eligobte srtes or reference 2 the 
bet ca page 72 changed 











2 Thse City of Stiliweear recommends inchasion of land and wer use sivernative “A” 
Alsernetve ~A~ better ecoommnodete existing or planned urban areas and does uot regulate 
recreanpona! uses samecessanty 





2 Aloag with support of alternative “A”, the City strongty contends all of Stillwater choeld be 
Gengneted in come dastnct, rives t-wn The aves of nerth Si. !twater damgneted anali towo 





downtown. The Dutchtown area is residential in character, with the exception 
of the two marinas, and bears a greater resemblance to Lake St. Croix Beach or 
Afton than to downtown Stillwater or Hudson. 
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does not cabsbtt ths chasactenetics of Sai Getrict os defined wm the plan on page 46. Three 
marmes, two public and ape povete, a locened wm th. demgueted small ows wren 


The tees adjacent to the river are ast large but email w= sine tom. The “Dunchtown™ ares of 
Suaipwoter in not related to des variant cen Rh wenks be difficull io é:florasmene betwesn 
Gs land rowth of Dowutown m the nveriown distnct and with the lands arth of Downtown 
eo the smell wr cnet, 


Both 2 -es heve manees located ara! to ham The rensee for chengs 1 demgrauon « aot 
deecribed w tet tex! and does 201 mak: 2eane bom 2 (ity reguisnon point of vew 
Seilwate: 6 ant two towns, we are one nvetewan 


3. The text has been changed to reflect the comment. 








3 Tre City of Sultwate: supports ths prefarsed wanegement sructare beng propesed The 
parmervbep am ond wechesce! comunties review aed cosmerext would help local governrecnt 
w ew renew of nverway projec. 





1. Qs page 20, loca) government comprubensrve plans aioag with regenal plans (Metropoutes 
Couwri!) chould be mextoned. 





2) Append A. Land exe Reguiacces Geedwines. Some of the érfiasboss sad guedehees nret 
frerther defiextoa and comnderapoe wi terms of land uss menagement sree 
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L-100 
Village of Osceola 
310 Chtcfteie Seren P.O. Bex 317 
Qeceaia, WI 54830 715-394-3408 
FAX 715-394-2310 


vn FAX ony 


frxetien; | woedd the Camere on the Graf pian fer the 
| fast Cet the pian io wel ought ov end telus 0 
‘© tear contder, The product epesks wall fr he 
Put | do have 6 wih saga 0 he wericions in he 
| feat to prohiet change of use now apd ito the 
rat we knew mare of ~het bs right at mis polk fh bes han 
the Adve wil know ter. | fee! we would be futher ahead to 

end weve the decisions of raplemenistion t toes 
at the ne Cecimors ere required. 











Tharée fer spending fone wi) un leet everung, 


Pd 


Marth O. Onens 
Atria 
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T 
o legen prea Cag Seema 
Pt ng og 99002 


Prom: Presce Land Managemen Commites 

Ase Meme, Pus nmate, 88 Schroege, Jel Mole, biertr Blasted 
Re OGraft--Cooperaive Nenagemen MarvErvronmertss inpect Statement 
i He November 19, 1680 mesing of he Pierce County Land Managemert 
Comvames. the Draft Pian wes Genuesed. Gelew are he Comme;nt and concems 
genertted at that moxing, 


1. Page Sof te Plan snes “The purpose of thie ples ito duscribe the Gesation te 
maend to tolpe. . 





ste ene tw hal earoasing vows on ate 


The graferred eiernative denned under the Land and Water lee Abernatieas 
provides ter beth resource protection and land use. The cther aihematives appeer to 
Gagan fom the eriginal inter: of the tederal tegiatason. 


2 A Guerre (or inereaned land develepment on the Mver cheuld 1.1 be the corwoling 


Greatest amount of sheretend wih the least amount of reguiatic.. This shot 
tigmedness would. in te, devalue the reaaurce for bor a land use and water- 
based pertpactve 


3m the past, purneroue Gisovesions heve centered on landpeners who heve 


landowners engsyment of nen tend. Landowners on the rer ove enare of ennting 
Camparteens wih other 
ae Cres. should not be manegad by the lowest cammon 
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capocten tes are 
- to the 
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L-115 1. Concur. The intent to continue to regulate activities on slopes of 12% or greater 





ST. CROIX COUNTY is identified on page 283 of the draft plan. Using a steeper gradient was 
ZONE OFFICE Conservation Service advised keeping the standard at 12%, stating there was 
5. COM COLAEY CORNREDE CREE onmaiia today than 25 years ago that - Sg pose z 

O18) 960-4000 quickly on slopes greater than 12%. 

Nowamber 30, 1999 

Randy Thesescn 

Lower St Crou: Natoan! Scume Riverway 

117 bess Serest South 

Stithwene, MN 55082 

Ra Dealt Lewer $: Crom Cooperative Manaamnent Pia 

Dear hdr. Taccesza: 

Ths St. Cosix County Plan and Parks Counittss and the Land and Water 

& Communes have beer kapt informed regarding the progress of the Lower 

$: Crot: Management Finn and the iesece thet remem cutrtunding. We offer the 

folip-ering c-cmments on the sesnes to be revcived by your Cemmession that are relevant to 

oer areas of jurisdiction 

Pervent Shape 


There are a omsaber of Suctors hut xaftesnce sci] eromon. The factors we heve sume 
control ever, or con lrnit the imgacts of, are the length of alope, slope percent (eagle) and 
soi] coverage (vegemtion). 


The $<. Cooux River biuff end upper stream terraces are areas of sensitive shupes, soils and 
vegetation. Allowing increseer ectrvites und land disuatbences to occur ca highcr 
percent slopes within the bluff sres gyentty incressss the potential for excessive sci! 
erzeion, irreversible impacts to the land, and dstrimsextal effects to the water quaiity of the 
Si. Croux River. Likewies, the greater the percent of slope, the greater the end 
costs exesiled to plrymcalty work and stabilien eroded avons. 


i For the reseons cuthined, we believe that the curren cunderd reguisting activives on 
slopes of | 2 % or more should be kept wm the raguivcions. 
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‘The pion policy “vesamem lol ame will bs determined by tre commumsty’s endurtying 
eneg coddeaass” mppens es comammaines gosh We enppert o samen ist oes of 
25 seems wih | sove commguews ast butidubie axe. We foal tm be aN 8 
wanteern: buebtabis even w xvid pascels thet ae wo amedl for ennstructies 3! 
\wadislig or semttetion fostitien 


We support the current setback standard of 200' trem the ONWL as 2 meuns to raguinne 
vieibilety and provide grocter setback w help prutect ths deeruine aed water quoliry. 














Stepe Preservodee Lens 

This corm and its enous of munat bo clarified. Doss this “sams” apply wo ' 
ant thoing the river, t 2” or 3“ tier bint? Reguistions purcnining to capes at | 
the rrver hove been mcocmstestly atmimetcred im the pax = Thas aeset bs made 

clear in the plan 

Subowaders tereaeces 

We baliove that non-conforming principal structures and gareges should be allowed to | 

yemamn an? be mmproved but abvald aot bo expanded. 

Serweture Baight 





‘The county recently changed the saguistion from 25’ te 35‘ and support iceving it 35° 
@ @e rene rendashe! ape 





Riverway Districts 








We recommend thet portoss of aad iocated sear" \ behemde Wild Ares 
(Town of Semerect Sections 17, 20 & 29) be considered & ©6=_ ‘usion within tho 
Riverway Dastrict. There are a umber of private propernes m ites regen loceted on 
samwave bbcffinns mans, thet ary api reguimiad wrten tbe Lower 1 (rn: Nesonal 
Scam Riverway 








igh water/ee ~ ake 
We balbeve the riggs: ix: the hgh waterec wake should Le 681° Our experiance with 
Otter ceumty intees ae, rever bee chowe thet thocetses Gromon can cco 


before the water level reaches the hugh water mast The 661' irvel choukd give he 
Serene weppeatien 0 Cather cqpecteiy to eau Rasif end Geanteen qretect Go taste 








2. As defined on page 283 of the draft plan, the “slope preservation zone” is axy 


slope greater than !2% anywhere within the riverway boundary. Slopes not 
facing the river may be handled differently as noted in the Wisconsin DNR 
memo dated December 29, 1999, addressed to Rep. Kitty Rhoades, but this is a 
level of detail beyond the scope of this plan that will be addressed as the states 


develop land use regulations. 


. The two states have different statutes that may prevent a consistent approach to 


substandard structures and nonconforming uses. Further, the Wisconsin 
leg'slature was considering changing the Wisconsin statute as this plan was 
being finalized. This issue will be addressed in state land use rulemaking 
Processes subsequent to completion of this plan; all references to this topic 
have been removed from the plan. 


. Comment noted. It was felt that the vertical profile of structures in rural areas 


should be reduced to limit their visual impact. 


5. Concur. This boundery amendment is discussed on page 75 of the draft plan. 
6. See the response to Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 


comment 6. 
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depends wpem eacvereial 
wads, wn sizes t crows, ann aeely Gxetexy oe pies w Uh prupetes ad wake 
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30’ se-wehs mses wernhd pontest Gu sear show ea 
of Oris, Wiet:, aad amet ~Maeseerur, the 2208 pee ee 
qucien by eet 
sheng te choveliae. 1s Ges aly hue of dvfeens agetot chevias come. 
Aapacte: emia Gagan te ow anegy while corastric) planes brid the ml a plnos 
Therwhe, se cosy selene w sberwins eee Boch 62 rig-atp oma be verde. 











Wesaquemnet Surecnere 


ae ey eee ee ‘Gn suating 

faut he cures areceere works wail and showld be ctmmed 
The fox: ine of ts Ge bone! peverement, whieh is bod: sproarensive snd 
eorsumibie Tleceed  apprecem aad ge~esespert hawe dues a 
eed pob wm tee pa ond howe ace chpawive. Ow commen wh 
apusns w thst sxyous whe bes a ecemcen mtwent & Gee Rrver may sot be 
and cosy be mileaaced by pareomel mwas! cr qpecea! umterest. 


‘Ths Seam Cosin River is 6 Denstifisl axest Goat belongs te all oft cuzin, end thesafere it 
Oacdd bo protected in the interest of afl of the peuple. 


Phones soutect vs of you ewe any cuestioas on ow comments. We nck hrwed 
wotnag wit Oc oxmmeemen  motbhomen peoesd 


Abt — Cann 


Cheater Cuair 
Pimning, Zoning mad Parks Commies Land and Woner Conservetion Comnsines 


@ Zeng Divectr 
Peentag Directs 





7. The shore area no-wake zone would remem at !00 feet. 
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Dew bér Thorson 


The Waskengioe Cousty Board of Coasswencnen reicwed the draft C ooperanve Managemen! 
Pee and Esvwomsnewal impact Gastesnsni for te Lowe St Creu Nenoual Scenx Rrverway 
~s veguei bowd aeetag of Nowenber 73.1995 Thanh vos for provideng us the opportunity to 
comman ot ts plan We would Bhe the feliowing commacis w be année pari of the officanl 
record um the draft Coopenar: hlamagemant Pian 





. ‘The proposed mumaygormen siructere laever ali decunoss on unpiamenisbon 
and enforcement of the St Crom River Ragaietioss w the local goverzansuts 
(etter city ex county). Prosantly, the Daparumen of Nesaral Resources must 
cartufy local ectiveies, The St. Croim River is 4 segpenal resource tt would 
be difficul ip manage sith sy anay indwiieal communes and courtuecs 
mabwmg vadependors decasces Withow 0 ceruficenon process or some 
iéanihn process, waptereeeeetice end eaforcanen of @2 % Crou Buver rele 
could bz inconmetes! bereera commumrbes aad the two crimes Ai thes 
pou ev would recomepend « coubeywoe of the preferred apoon aad optics 
4 (cevem meangrment opmon) 








. lp smal! wens, these 19 #0 staménrd for coler of structere te te proposed 
pies. Hosese slung tee rrver ip ameil wees ech as St Maer) 's Pots sad 
Lake St Croc: Bench are the most vaebée clang the over |t ssoms 
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. See the response to Minnescta- Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 


comment 5. 


The text has been changed to restrict structure color in the “small town” and 
“small town” historic districts. 


The structure color requirements apply to all structures, regardiess of their use. 
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ber Ruamty Tereen 
Wevember 23, 1999 


Pags 2 





Thmwe ape 80 resinctess an vegerasrws cunng © sens whers thee 2 ne 
bdafifine Ls other words, f de property 6 ‘eve oF betow ths biel] due 
oro ap veincDee: propweed for ows costing Seruvuwes -s these artes ee 
less & the ree and ver; veils mm orene comm A owwg wer removal 
woh! que thes aeeve vetbin, Gus onnthoung wok: the purpos: ent 
semsnt of Se rwersay pie Care! iguinguss Go conten stundorde 
cogusd w wee cultnng bid toreeme the Tre ond aimag Oe beefPhes 








A small aves & the corthers port of in County appears wo he be “etre 
menmmelly proerved” d@emr Setrecto aad lol evih would ey gee oo 
fies aren Gian ache preees eeaderds & vdemeld br Grete wher enteLs 
the propossd change: woud lve co properve: co Gus aren 








Propoesd Lngunge aliow subwenderd srucness w be expancied 
vamueby mcoempcuse Tusa very office! sanderd to pags 
Ahdoee! Gerctens wach os promibnng tee bngis of uke runt fo 
Beng wxcrensed macewe suthecks from biel! and ower end the exsemt 
of expeumoa woul) go forthe wewends the gen of cuntmemmng the ore 
qqmalner of the ver oo wel a proviteng 1 conmetne! sanded for 
mgpbeat mctea eh 





Thee pian does oot adden open space domge teste sah vimon Wah 
proper pertermaace meuderds. ox fer! open qpace denaga selec 
soak) be caceuaged © the new dustrt 








Tee calnen) resoerces wrchos of ter pian chowld prevete addenore! 
remrasntouces toward tw érvotepenses of eraneges to: Instory: 
preoervesnm The development of testury: comtexts sould be devetiopes 
eheng writ the survey and evalaann of swurtwes as and bestorie 
temdecape: The Secroury of the leernes 2 mmndards for survey and 
evebsanon sveld be dhe crisens by whee heave hustone preservence 
peeneng tchv ieee thowld occ 








‘me regard w surface water managemrat. we ere mapport ve of the 
preterved ehernanve | shomid be ted Wertungem ( mew) provedes 
(xe valk of enfovcement urvess Withow meremed weolvemar ws 
exfercemces: from othr comes slong Ge ner. null be very office 
» anforc: the wtdetienss rewrichems proposed im the pian 








Existing state land use rules lima vegetative cutting within 200 feet of the 
ordinary high-water mark. The plan has deen revised w include thes restriction 
(see page 284 of the draft plan). 


. New development on land within the “conservation” district in the northern 


part of Washington County (among other areas) would be restricted to larger 
and wider lots, with greater structure setbacks and lower structure heigit. The 
“mimumelly disturbed” district and the “natural™ district that appeared in the 
draft plan turned out to be virtually idestical and they were merged in the 
preferred alternative int the similer “conservation” district. 


Cluster development will be provided for in the regulstions being developed to 
implement this plan. 


. See the response to Minnesota State Historice! Society commem 2. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 





8. The St. Croix River Basin Water Resources Management Pian, described on 
pages 19-20 of the draft plan, will identify funding sources for erosion control 


planning and implementation. 
Mr. Samdy Thoreson 
—_ 9. As noted on page 118 of the draft plan, the partnership team would include 


s local government appointees selected by elected bodies, but would also include 
° There are instances of erosion problems within the St Crom Watershed = 
ee . 10. The provisions under which variances can be granted are provided for in state 


law and cannot be changed by this plan. 
9 ‘ As past of ths preferred management structure option, there is reference by 
to a newly created partacrship team. We feel the membership of this 
partnership team should be made up of local clected officials or individuals 
appointed by elected officials. 


10 © We feel there should be some flexibility to vary the St. Croix River rules 
where the variance would further the public good such es the eliminstion 
of am erosion problem if the variance were granted. 


Again, thank you for providing us the opportunity to comment on the plan. W< look forward to 
your respouses to the issues outhined in this letter. 


If you have amy questions, please fee! free to contact me at 651-430-6213. 
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COMMENTS 
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November 23, 1999 


Mr. Thoresoa 

Lower Riverway Planning Coordinator 
117 Main Serest South 

Stillwater, MN 55062 


Dear Randy: 


Andersen Corporation is located in the City of Bayport, on the share of the St. Croix 
River where ow founder Hans Andersen built our first window manufacturing building in 
Minnesots in 1913. Over the course of the past 86 years Andersen Corporation has 
expended our window mera factaring to become the world's largest wood window 
smasefacesre:. Our core business remains in Bayport on the shore of the St. Croix River. 


Because water bodies provide sources of water needed for drinking, trasaportation, 
imaburtry and courmeres, it was common historically, that settlements snd resulting 
SE ee In the 1800's, the arces around 


im pate et py edge hr aa 
family and Andersen Corporation manufactaring plants. 


We have conducted s cursory review of the “Draft Cooperative Managemont Ptan, 
Ravironmental impact Statement far the Lower Si. Crom National Scenic Riverway.” 


Most actabiy from ow review we find the: Bayport is designated as c “Smal! Town” 
Management Area sad thet such designation permis only land vess associsted with 
sangte Camziby stracteres and exiting commercial and multi-femily usss. 


iy te os understanding that if the lund use restrictions prohbébaing industriel Zoming with 
tas City of Bayport is enacted as policy, it will aot permit Andersen Corporation to 
signaficantly suprove ow stractieres, expend on operations, or replace our facilities :f 
thay became significantly dumaged or destroyed by fire, food or « sumiler disaster 


Andersen Corporation empivys about 6,000 people. Nearty 4,000 work in Bayport where 
ow primary manufacturing facilities heve bees locates since 1913. We continns t grow 


ses Founrn Avmas Noarn =  Ravvont. Mwuemnota ggrey-1eps = $5, 1-4 99-529? 
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Bayport facstities. Because of cur continued growth, we hired apgsoxumatety 100 new 
caaployors in 1995 


1. See the response to Afton comment |. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


training standards in the riverway. 
comment 2. 


1. See the response to Minnesota-Wiscorsin Boundary Area Commission 
comment 2. 


2. Comment noted. Both states will continue to apply statewide boater safety 
3. See the response to Minnesote- Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 
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1. See the response to Minnesote- Wisconsin Boundary Area Comsiasion 
comment 2. 











°jis* <jiaSencestcroiz.com> at ap--inaternet 
21/30/1999 3:28 mm 


Dear Ramiy 
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L-33 1. See the response to St. Croix County comment 3. 


2. See the response to St. Croix County comment 3. 


3. Congress specificaily directed that the riverway be jointly managed by the 
National Park Service and the two states, and the Lower St. Croix Management 
Commission was created to be the vehicle for coordinating that joint 
management. The agencies originally asked to Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary 

Sy ae Area Commission to sit as 8 nonvoting member to enhance public input, this 

Cader 2 Coat ts 0 Govctngmans of 90 home chen, 75 of which plan adds the input of a representative of the Lower St. Croix Partnership 

a ee Team, as described on page |! 8 of the draft pian. 





te a ee 4. Enforcement of boat nowe laws was incressed in 1999. 
2 Gp gps fase of dam Cangm. wendy of wen Srew bow bee @ oS] bere, se 


$. The plan recommends the managing agencies seek funds for additional 


Th amie ssmecaios of Codey % Crom Saiees te cow of am monies thakd be ceed ese enforcement staff 
af henge Gg ben bens mes aed pugs) Chenge @ Ss eewreny Ontwu commen of WBS) 
— —~ re = ged Oo, = i see oo eked @ Sew pape uhos Gee Io woe 


The Beant of Deceern & @e Cady S Cop Lenton eck! any of on ae 
we atreiap os Mees 14) 4B Leioue © Ges wemtag emnanay poEs apes Ge inbewong 
4 omens 
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L-111 


320 Selby Avenue, Suite 300 
Se. Paul, MN $$102 


651.312.1000 © 651.312.0012 fax 


Web: www. 1000fem.org 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. Congratulations to you and your 
management teem for the excellent work you have put in. 


As you are sware, 1000 Friends of Minnesota has been leading the Green Corridor Project, a 
eS en aon ear 

epeces through incentive based tools. The comments we present below are those 
cxchanvely of 1000 Feiends of Minnesota, not the Groen Corrider Project collaborative. 
However, they are made from thet context within which we have been working. 


Generally speaking, we support your Preferred Land and Water Use Alternative. However, there 
are several elements of Alternative D that we would like to see reflected in the final Preferred 
Alternative. Our specific recommendations are presented shortly below. Our comments are 
restncted to the Minmesota side of the river where we have our knowledge and expertisc. 








In regard t the Management Structure Options, we defer to the judgment of your management 
team.. However, we do sote thet we see no compelling reason presented for the elements of 
options 2 and 3 which suppiant local regulatory authority. In that area, we note our concurrence 
with your recommendations in the Preferred Option. In all other areas related to Management 
Structure Options, we do not feel sufficientty knowledgeable to comment. 








Our specific recommendations Se eae ee 








cnt wh dvsty femme rey nd vit 
flexible approach to implementation. 











1. Concur. While the boards described in Options 2 and 3 provide for coordinated 
management, they add considerable ost to plan implementation and in some 
cases create a new iayer of government. 


2. Concur. While the plan no longer contains the seven land use districts 
described in the draft, the five districts it contains provide significantly greater 
land use management flexibility than the two districts created by the origi:ial 
plan. 
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Ia regard ta land-use menagament area... _-aetion, we prefer the approach taken in 
Alternative D to emphasize 2 sore natural approach. in particular, we propose 
adjacting the Preferred Alternative to inctude the following parts of Alternative D- 





> High Bridge-to north lienits of Stillwater as Natural 
> North end of Afton State Pask to south end of St. Croix Bhuffs Regional Park 
ot Netorat 








Thess three areas ca the Minnesota side, in addition to the area from the South end of 
Interstate Purk to the south end of McLeod's Slough, provide some of the greatest 
acura} erees within the riverway. They are highly significant areas and deserve 
imcreasod protection over what is recommended in the Preferred Alsernative 

We appreciae your interest in encouraging local governments to protect historic 
values in river town and small town historic management areas. We excourage you 
to seek creative incentives for these communities, including gras opportunities. 


We appreciate Alternative D's provision for greater restoration of natural landscapes. 





° we ore management ead foremost on 
ecreening over the restoration and maintenance of significam plant communities. In 
parts of the riverway with high ecological quality and/or high restoration povential, 
we fel that restoration and maintenance of significant plant communites should take 





| precedence over 
° Ee a ee ere poe 





See Gngaany Ses. We feel vegetative cutting 
and necessary within 200 feet of the river. , 








e Wana your provision that would revise sate 


and restoration of the natural diversity and ecological integrity of significant plant 
Communes. 





+ As regards water use, we ptuder the provisions of Ahernative D above Stillwater. 


tr a a ) maintain the rare opportunity that the St. Croix provides 
for safe, quiet, and eh amen et yy = nee 





. ae pn pe eer ae 
Bavigation channe! between the NSP dam and the Arcola Sandbar. 








| the scale o1 character of the bridges wou! d be permitted. 


+ Regarding the use of discontinued industrial sites, the appropriate use will often be 
sive specific. Wo enscumngs madification of tho Prefaered Altumative to incite 
ereas 2 





e nome Ths tps. potato cares 





¢ We generally agree with your long-term goal to reduce the number and size of visible 
Fiver crossings. However, in the case of road bridges that are replaced, we strongly 
encourage you to permit the long-term maintenance and operation of the old bridges 
ee 














. The text has been changed to define all of the state parks as “conservation,” 


along with St. Croix Bluffs Regional Park. The area between Marine and 
Stillwater, and the area between Afton State Park and St. Croix Biuiffs Regional 
Park, will remain classified as “rural residential.” 


. Comment not. i. There are areas that would leave some structures starkly 


visible if a remnant bluff prairie was restored; the concept in the plan is that 
vegetation would continue to screen structures on the top of the bluff, while 
bluff prairie restoration could occur further down the bluff. 


. See the response to Washington County comment 4. 
. Comment noted. 
. Comment noted. 
. Comment noted. 


. Comment noted. 





pup 





10. The preferred alternative encourages a reduction in utility crossings. It would 

















also reduce camping on islands. 
10 ° pro-iweon smanaging agencies reduction : 
nelieten — —e 11. Minnesota's current rules require # 100-foot lot width in areas served by 
+ Tho general appevect of Aheraative D to limit comping qpportanition would bt 2 municipe! sewer and 150 feet in areas not served by municipal sewer. With 
pn ee mee ae alee ame ne statewide requirements in place in Minnesota that lots must have adequate land 
a ° 
mide gpownd oul be found inthis ic bareen te Prune’ Alaris and ee ee 
° GE Neen ean eee sw uan a 
greatex loca] goveramen: Gexibility. a 
° pe gta rt orp ty gga aman 13. The i sent stat — , 
¢ =e regen’ to table A-1, wo nots the following: 


> Wo applaud your aiggestion Cov relaxiag cructure colar standards in developed 
wrexi. 


> We ferther applaud your saggestion % deder to local soning isi regard ‘o mirimern 
Jot wid, stracture boights, end permitted uses in Kiver town arose and minimum 
loc size in developed arzas. 
11 > tn regard t minimum lot width for aneli town anf small town histori arom, we 
: ere concerned about the weakening of the MN rules that siso imchude some 150 





foot provisions. We spgreciate the goal of uniformity but do net foci i should be 


> Ws sppland your siggestios for greats: standards on mimwnesn ot widih in 
natural and Getwwbed ewoes os weil ac structure height in rurel, park. 

samara), and dotur>e4 srons. 
12 > We are concerned shou! the strict lienitation on commeccial and maki-mily wes SSCS 
ip the small town end smell town bisteric areas. Rather tien restricting them to 


existing facilities, we suggest tiey bo made a conditional use. 
13 ¢ Gua mimor note, their appears t be en inconsstency between the last semance of the 


firm in the second column of page iv and the fret sentence of the third 
paragraph of the first column ef pag: v These two stetoments abeui how restricted 
develcpment is under alternative B end C seem at odds with each other. 
¢ We are excited about your Watershed Stewardship haitistive. Picase keep us in mind 
for perticapation in that group. 























Once again, thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. We are encouraged by your 
good work and look forward to working with you in the future. 
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L-50 
RIPEER AREIVES 
7.6. Bas 
Sieatcn, WEA 808) 
November 24 1980 

Lower Riverway Plonaing Coordinstor 

117 Main Strest 

Stillweter, MN 65083 


My comsrente on tha Draft Mazegement Pian Environmental Impect 
Stusoment, Lower Sc. Croix National Ssenie Riverway: 


Aa a consultant doing historical survaye for the City of Stillwater, J am 
concerned sbout your comments on Cultural Resources. 


You mention at several peints (page 72-74) that cultural resource 
ourveys are “in progress.” | do not ses how identificetion—and hence 
preservation —of the cultural resources can take pla-e until they have been 


and fragmented. | would suggnst 0 
ithe and eumnthinn oll Go teeeaev en tho tehanes ftkaibention ant 
preservative of historic resources cen proceed. 








You mention (psge 16) a lack of cultura) resource management, but 
nowhere that I could find do you eddrese exactly what you intend to do to 
remedy this lach—other than to do same more surveys. Y>u do not eay what 
actions might be taken in the case of » Stillwater Lift bridges, or similar 
eituntion. | think the plan needs more details eo thet when a budget is 
formulated based on this plan, there are some entries for resources 
management as weil as :Aentification. 








There are historic houses ard other significant cultural resources 
outside the river town and email! town historic districts and the local 
governments, whetover they might be, ahould be encouraged to develop 
ordineaces to protect these structures/resources. In other words, this policy 
af protection and desiguation should be required along the length of the river, 
Ox just in certain parts. 








In general, | think the cultural recources part of the plan is, overall. 
weak and vague 





1. Sce the response to Minmescta State Historical Society comment 2. 


2. See the response to Minnescta State Historical Society comment 2. As noted cn 
page 18, this plan does not address the ongoing Stiliwater bridge debate. 


3. See the response to Minnesota State Historical Society comment 8. 


pw 











thereby luniting the ase af the boat thet hes ecosss north of Stillwater. In 
the oven: thet w eveet dose act cocur. | would uzge the adoption of a 
apeed limit or a sone be extended (and extbrosd) couth to the 
Selwater oridge. 





4. Comment noted. 








Deuntd Giger 
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‘Thee puryons of Ges inter 6 0 comanen oc the Lowes & Cron \shenei Sears 
Riverwey Cooperate Management Pies BIS. The Newre Resowces Compa: 0! ae 
Minnesota Rowe V eley Anteben Chapter » coecaned sbeut posable degradri. >! the 
S Crocs River fom oworwss und overdevelapmes. We suppar meusman yy secke of 
ee reve & beep 2 os the os! pre coniemes os test Genre gauaremene Lan oy the 
peace and eoimnde of the rrver os we hove. and Grvdere we eaxppor Opncs D We alo 
seppen Opnca 4 ass menegmmant spt eo thal Gy deamon wincd affect he St Cron 
axe baned un scsence end hook of ths rrver cad m5 wildh fe, koepang contro! with ie 
Nemene Pack service end MN and Wi DNR depornments 


Readeots of btamerow and Wiscomem a cutrematy fernomee t heve > Nemonal Wud 
aod Scene Buve we backyard A weir wild and onsmic never chondd hevs an 
sheduncs of withis wreck snot Cterted by the wehs anf emer Sum spoodbostn 
wuter-dcers and FWC: Developsnents seust be kept beck from the creer for mou 
smtivetc sppeol Shoruines choeid appar eaboal aneys and cil, wih ample regsavcs 
3 geevem eromen. Aad caone epccess, gach  rebee mesosts, whech poee 4 real threw 3 
the ver enast be cradicaned quackty by the reguintory agunocs 


Tanah vou for you vince w iryiag 0 prevvut farther dnmage wo the baewn fal Si Cron 
As we ve sama si! wo often, peogis cam love 2 natural gras to desth Thank you fer your 
cossaderain 


Pina. Gy n~ Bech. 


16040 Creskmde Cucie, Minnetonka MN 55345 


copy Mr. Aj Garter, MN DNR Consmemsonc: 
Thre Hoaorabie Jesse Venture, Governor of Mammesots 


rence GE emes hoe 
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COMMENTS 
og a 
Methewe Gea bene Compeny 
140 ee Ganmne Grup 
Gus Guan, wo sorts eam 
Veaageens SE Gb 
Serwcmies 30, 1999 
Thank you for the opportusaty w comment so the deaf ( ovperetve Manageme Pen for the 


Lower &% Crem Riverway. Nevthers Sextus Power (NSP) appreciates the efforts the planning 
Beep hee waste @ the éoveinpances of Gus Gocumer 


Overall, Ge plan provides um cacelient framework w meke decamous regarding the 
menegement of the Riverway m onde to ps ctect the Rive for the raver mo whece t was 
crested NSP's comsmeute frcus on the deeceamnn of nver croemags, 31th ts py umary foces 
ap crosanngs related w the energy admit 


‘The general goeit promamte; wn the pins Gecoernge acw crommega auooerage the use of 
qustng cromngs and sappurt the consoidanes of crommngs These a goals that heve bern 
expremed by du memageng agence mace tht Riverwey was crested 


MSP hes comcerus regardang ssune of tise wordang deacrizeng ‘be acooptebie alsernan ves for 
rebwilding c: constvactng new crosmags end the bam de(isatca of an “mosteng crosemng ~ 


tee crver. and axstung bees tween could wnt be rande larger ( caschdanon of wnhty iune 
q@eamage wow'd sino be encouraged ~ 











COMMENTS 





Novthern Stssas Power Company Commmunts 
Lower St. Cruiz Riverway Deaft Cooperative Mianegemen: Pies and E1S 
Page 2 hiro Stem Ameer Cempeey 


While the statement above aliows thet new lines coud be acided and consolidation of wilsty 
tins cosamings would be encouraged, 1! also puts linet: on thet potuntial. If ceruma towers 
cannot be mode (whech could mean wider), » company's ability to cousolidate 
crossings may be (Sor cxmmpic, placing two transmission lines oc one crossing). 


NSP agrees thet cach river crossing propesal anusi tie )ciusrd sion a case-by-cane desis. 
However, the review hes to take ato considersiwn the powantia’ impacts on other important 
issues ouch as cost, reliebility and envircasysta! impact. An enalyms of the pros and cons of 

veruus overhead construction ‘vt also be made based on the proposal before 
the agencies at the ime. Factors suck a6 inci im the riverway and size of facility would 
oced to weagh into the analysis. The imphceree of say decision on the proposal outside the 
Riverway mavst siso be considered. 


walikely thet any e*i~'y new crossings would be approved in the Riverway, As noted sbove, 
the decision as to «ne: ite facility would cross overhead, on the structure, or underground 
would be a decirio:: ..ni ould need to be made by the permitting agencies at the time of the 
project. in addition, if the policy is to use existing corridors, im some Cases thet corridor may 
need to be widened to accommodate the additional facility. 11 would be reasonable to work to 
masimaze thet addeticeal width t0 reduce impact on the resources 


In summery, NSP’s comments are as follows: 





° NEP supports the policy of encouraging use of existing crossings of the Riverway for 
eddetiona) energy facilices However, NSP requests that the plat mitimize restrictions 
thet would impect the final design of such crossings until the specific details are reviewed 
at the time the project is proposed. NSP understands that the goals of the Riverway to 
minemize 
Over crossings. The revisions would include removal of certain subjective language 
(Cextatung line towers could met be made larger”) and instead use « general approach in the 
wording that places emphams on the managing agencies reviewing all the issues regarding 
& proposed crossing before a final decision is made on a proposal. 




















Norther Ststes Power Compasry Comments 
Lower St Crom Riverway Draft Cooperative Management Pian and EIS 
Page 3 Nertern Srewre Power Company 


NSP is comsmstted to working on addressing riverway concems ia the future with the various 
its customers while working to address issues that nay impact the Riverway and tie values 
for whecz & was crested. 

NSP appreciates the opporumaity «© comment aad would be available to meet to discuss this 


jesus im more deta) if you so desire. Please contact me at 7) 5-839-4661 or Jim Alders at 612- 
330-6732 if you have any questions. 


# y ie 


Pamets Jo Rasmussen 
Semor Environmental Analyst 
cc: Jim Aldess 

Don Jones 

Jim ‘vhuss0 

Kathy Zueisdorff, PSCW 
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Ose tf Thorsen, 


Cooqumnetahnemntttemindia ceiesete Sans 
bpm te er pe ree ee ee 
wan, on betel d te Board of Deccturs and 50 ambes Of ihe 


Cas. inc 
in revert he eae and epseds of bouts heve rasn G@aretosdy and tx rend appess 
to be hover congestion beessen Survyeise and the City of Siiuste hes sino 


increased due in part w the many sivactions that © 2 oly offers on the rvertor! 
fraught fhe suse The noreseed number and 128 & boat Given wanss ad the 
raeAart Gamage io ov cocks and potertie) safety problems tc oy embers one Quests 
Cauee U6 to sopead to you for seeminnce 


We Reve ¢ rember of eeuec to ahere win you regarung the conciiore net ans 6 12 
TW et OCB) Co.s0d Ly tial Given wakes 


SAFETY: 


nn eee ty pean 
when ‘erge weaves are present and contarenert 1s 


Boerang and Gsernberting boats when he expects large wales ave presert 
= @rgras. od persona! rwry 8 probebie 


Sec wing bests "9 ‘Pe’ m2erngs 3 very Gus wher, age wakus ore eens 
end consti.tes © ‘axard © ow people and property in fect se of ow 
merrbers out tree fingers ctenpting to te his bost up Gung ug) wale 


Sengly welding on ow docks is hagardous when large wales affeck cu docs 
We an cle several nciderts whrwe menbers and guests ave Beraly tater 
OM He piers rato the river a: 2 rem of s wane Causing the doce to Lech up and 
doer. ¢ (eps ‘astuon 


Bost wafftc in wort of Sunnyede aieo causes probiemns. & = hard ic determne 8 
toate epesd af regi ss you cross the fiver alihe artery or exdling ou Terns 
Wn boats afisining speeds of up to 70-60 mph af raght and the eras cae of the 
bgi ks or the costs 4 ® virtually Enpossibte to ostimate thet posiicn rete 
your aan. This condiuon hes continued to escatate i recert years. 








pup 








Oxs cocts take a wemendous poinding esch weekend from bos! driven wees. 
« Condien (het wil continue to escaiste 38 boats get bigge and faster Stams 
00 Not ow prapesty at neerty ine sens rate 

THE NEW RIVER 


The proposed Stbwete bridge ail create 8 Zone where north and sous bound 
rer refic sil be accelerating and decelerating as they eres and ext ihe 
ondge area. 8 @ Commor knowtedge thet weiues caused by tts condition are 
2-3 tes greater then normet 


Sunnyskte Manne « in the process of rebudding &s docks. \’/e nave had to 
experynert with new more expensive construction Gemgns because oliver dock 
marsdectrers wil nol Querertse ther stytes against our type of conditions. 


We need ony took st the precedents aireedy set on the Si Croa and Missmeppi Rivers. 
Shore to shore no weke zones are now enforced in and aroun. 


Hudson Marina 

Afton and Windm’ Mannes 

Prescott Marina at the confiuence of the twe rivers 
The tree marines near Red Wing, MN 

The two marines at Waebeshe iN 


in the cusvert dranings for the new Stbwater mver crossing The Minnesota ONR anc 
MnODOT show » new bost unoh ramp to be estehished apprasmately S00 yerds south of 
Sunnyside Marine. Launchung and lending bests or: typical weekend dey with 3-4 foot 
wanes presa! woudd be extrernely Giffin. and very dangerous. 


1. The plan does not propose creating the no-wake zone recommended in this 
comment. 








in eu of the ehove laoves and conditions we are requesting 2 no welts zone be 





estattened at 4 point north of our northern property line to 8 pain couth of the 


reques:, 


Al hs arve.ai meetrg of Sunnysiue Marine on September 28, 1900 aitended by 104 of 
Our 205 ~ambers and ciher gussets we brogched the sutyect of pursuing a no wake zone. 
A show of hands indicated overwneiming support ic procesd 


We are extremely aredous to proceed with this matter if clarification or eny edditone! 
Wtormation ia required please don't hesitate to contact us. 
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CONSENSUS Ste DARD 
S00 fodd Sevest PO Bos 37 
MMosme van Sc Coss DON $5047 <0 17 U'SA 
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bm yet ty therty-cygis Commmems of jen Joiese of te Riverety Coassusm Smtord 
fer tue Oval Coeperntrve Menegement Plan Levwensmest Semmes (def 513) = 
sscestpacs a snggestsd by OCF | S03 4 Piener commie: 0 covertng lotr os part of RCS: Commenn 


prodigaces, ~apresests 1 member free thes te ectaa: member of mecungs 
Preomemg ‘ek Force steomied Comments sapplemen, waprocs miro metefy ee 
x8 RIE s anctyees ond Cs fasbere we adhere w The Nemeunl Park Service Orgumc Act of 1916 16 USC |. 


Commmancy bes 0 nght and cbhygemon wo preservt © sestbour and ined oft ciemsas The me; ected 
Ave: reqatatons brug urgoeed epoa te gi af mudoe ners aed basen 


Thee: cemarks 4 gags reprocce: C venmanes of the City of Marme cs Si Crom Mamesom (Cay) As you 
know, | epresented tre Cury on the | ower Si Crow Pionmang Task Force eith saendance & over 90% of 
the 53 eusstings held RCS suppors the general wr.» of Comureat of te City relenve w the Gof EIS: 
Appandas A 


rn a et ae mee ye er er ay 
2) 1974 etpeent m general upper jo: tes ery Lowe: St (rou bevrcemente) lagoct Seeesmest 

(FES 73-69) upen winch The Final Maree: Pian, dated Febron , 976. war based The City's postion also 
ectaded » feliee-ap eaayore! Comment Guesd October 16.1974. (An asade. Todey. | cam think of only 
ene other mchvidua] whe wes rrvolved w the process for host tee wamet Graft EJS amd he orimal FLS 75. 
@ and 1976 Moser Pun.) 


A querw: of comaey lneec. 1s Uamely © revere the October 16 19°74 Commun wih me tities reeding “Shr 


woameg aad Cy ‘ang ” “Histoncal of hMasiae Huseprical Dwsenci,” os mesons of 
Preservetien.“ aad “Compocibulit, with Scenic River Zonung* (The fell Conmunenss 
end {3 emecheneet may be found ca pages A-78 w 4-6 of the Lower Si Crow Fine) ®evwoumennal 


Suarcneny/Master Plan FES 75-69 ) 
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~~~ er 
5e Nowener 198 


‘S>-courng and Cycing - “We fool Gs recession enpicenss anc Cycing) wchaieng Ge 
eppregres end-ene plakowegiees sfTectag Gos wee teak! bs Leded © Ge verses of Be Sects 
Pee (ans @e ES; ~ Thser care oor wcteded (A! Gat came. @ 1974 vervunlly af of hs bet w Wecenee, 
vem of Or Some Brute oem be. saelied Seemgh somng coon fr Komen | 


Hasse. oi Oemgsumes of Marne Hasarcel Owen: ie pet “The \testw Pion ans be ES aould refiec: 
@ma” 2 9s eee Gece 


Loumng @ «ene of Prourvemes «=p pest “ts prem vames <n br guesmetend ws sven probably penerod 
by cots vuieere of pramg == \ad ose The siwoghy Gris © Ly 2 hn ery cod wists @ has boss 
Om poate wf ow Cowen © RE ice COUR © eelters 6 fn wpen © meee © legho foe af 

gowwearen! we! Gu Gander and edeet posuigns spam: «sed CR ORS OqUEeE 


1. The referenced $19 million was imtended to provide acquisition funds to the 
National Park Service, not the states. The states did complete fee acquisition of 
lands within Afton and Kinnickinnic state parks; the 1976 pian did not propose 
any other state fee acquisition activity, other than a few smali boater waysides 
that proved impractical. 








Tedey cut can pouw @ Putin ice $3.42 of fe #) Cougrem $ GZ) Sux 2 Suibsecmna (a) und oo 
Pag: 230 of Ge Gah ESS etan Ge Lowe % em Ac 97) (woman! by dotemng 
‘¥°.275.680 ant aereng o be 31 9.000,680 ° (Ac hémye: of Merwe cteng wth Gn Covreuar 
nt } teomee aed D occeen ( cagmeunes éeegeeen Senemnr heumdnie and Huengiwe or 
en est Ge Dapereenes ef Or ere @ ots & odd $1) we move Get “No preserves con be 
Quareused @ even protabiy emmaed by wiv cota of soneng ”) Sady os ee | 999 Draft ETS Page 18) 
prem ow = Gy Sauer of \nmene oad YW cee vee) gnome Gey eagmimoe met tere puscheend 
ante @ eethey © fre oo te mare 








ot Henorsa, Leung ev Soom Pwo ]omng 4 re cnmmderenen of Gr were 
amgrty of orwe seecure erie Ge Gore: Howrs Owe: f u aieweres of 1 bite, © prepened — 
‘Tie Cray wen agate qneved © her wiers » quavur-el-ocommry w erufy Ge overeng 


Waren 1 coma: 6.1074 Cormmous venta “Vhepataiiy, Gr 5eupt ov8 commmee & caysy Gr & Cran 
luce ead 6 csr wane + our mamernang ®. Gadenmus © prerw fos relbe: ke foes poperemets 
vamewkar 2 ten wortd of tha ere éecepes andre peeeeceng Lmdiedes we cops pobires bx © 
(cama) @e "was of 0 upervon recugemes of whe ew vue ngary teseid be Thr SH Coon Aiow 2 ow 
wgecy @ 5 rer® eves” 


‘The 999 waft EIS temrten es ee for ast ‘ofy expres Ge cutee wo 208 fe Krorrwey © os ( commmenmty 
can sr) We eos em Comey | deserve: aap. and ork Ge (| euuemmey bess right ond 
chingebes w prem @ aniibems aed cers eden eccmmass by forthe: ugeiemees on the nghny of 
weutwourn and ner The 088 Gat FIS | nese o/s umeeroe © cst ow bec vem By decppang of 
td Aneramere § fren eve brung Subased und Guse remeng \Revestewr 4 os 0 wobble afer neues for 
congonsms éseam tee Gof IS) -wnea > eemeray~ Ge Preferred 4 Reresn cy Gamer fete grerramons 
@e gery Gr TAR ( caen, reeds mhomts ewe debvous 
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se 


OF samuee 6 eB at we we he cured of Geemers emets mallee: ceed powurom of Ge RK Cron 
Ave’ Qonily 5 patenna taebs even Tendy Gero ememoted ob Yes a: amet © em peemen 
Rasandy yma, 
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COMMENTS 


RESPONSES 





COMMENTS ON THE MATTER OF THE ADOPTION OF TIE PROPOSED DRAFT COOPERATIVE 
PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT FOR THE LOWER ST. CROIX 


NATIONAL SCENIC RIVER WAY 
Summary Tee Riverway Consessus Sumdard foundemos (ROS) hes supported ihe concep: of the 
proces for devetopuag the Conperotive Mamgeanee Puss Eavwoanene Seommen fy de 
Lower St. Cress Nenoaai Sceuc Riverery (EIS) Websae een ica rs meataumed regain postings dusty 
tho axare poocess, RCS sls paved obyectons. va.. the Lower 3. Costs Pimanang Task force 


(Tesk Pesce) ectiens whack led tu; 8) @e mchusson of Alerastive A and, 6) tc rejectica of Task 
Posce-sntected oid Alterastve E mm tex process That sud, RCS supports mmary of the general comcepu 
peessased m the ELS. These Comments cail for specifi mums, epent .gencis’ scuem and 4 recon of 
éeczsea 2 order vo comvect Coram error The following Gert) cigiy Comanesis are tuade w accordance: 
with the Code of Federai Raguiameas 40C R155 4) 


1 Page 3 — The Preferred Ajewrnstve cannot be recuncued with ths charge t preserve Ge Si 
Crem. Hove is why. The doef ELS rederences the ongumal gan! of ee sduster Plen of 1976 wnt tee Act 
eventing the Lower 3. Crom Riverway Both tht Mant: Pine and the Act bry on the ward — “preserve “ 
Tht Americen Collages Dictionary éxfmes ‘preserve | To keep olive or @ custunce, make netng 2 To 
pe ep Ackaers edging the ncanng of preserve @ critscal & 6 compleut 
of the vols of the ELS and of the subssquen Coopenort Venagerment Plas (CMP) w the 
femare honlils of tee nverway. 


The 228 esrodeces the comcept of comueuity Page 3 stains: “(Tae plan provides 4 management 
Sn ae eee ° (Banphaen ede 
RCS etkaewiodge: and supyorw thats management (rumework m ia coder to tneure contimsity. w 
sueere preservetien. However these RCS Comunena wii) chow tow thee Prefeered Alemany’. as nor 
drafted, woh wi cocreaponding manegenent fruacwork dor not mere esther fhe cratramity or the 
preservance of the riverway 


Indeed, the ELS: Preferred Aisernanve seve: really bed 5 chemece © fill Gus role The Secnen 
"PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE COOPERATIVE PLAN” mnen: Gee pln wis developed “» 
cooperation” with the Tesk Porce and, the purpose of the pier t w describe the “direction the managing 
agwacies mired w follow * Here is the rob The Suall of the Lower St Crain Task Force allowed te Task 
Force to eccepi the posedbslity of eo A ternative A 2s the riverwey's 


Alnemative © to outest end cures» Goo aatassl quithies of Go cverony and to goemsts dower ass of Ge 
reer (In toes aburmative =) /ecreased caphesu wereld bs placed an protecting xeturs! ‘eources end! 
reser , natura! iandscape: compared %~ other atrernetves © (Exaphons edced | 


' TITLE 40-PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENT, CHAPTER V-—COUNCIL ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, PART 1503--COMMENTING-- Sec. 1503.4 (a) Reapoose w comments. 

(2) Devetop and cvaheste alsermauves not previously givee senoes comsidersnou ry tae ageay 

(3) Supplement, enprove 0 modify % senlyses. 

(4) Make factual corecioes 

(5) (Cian) the sources, suthorities, or rensoms... ohcase those Cwousetaas ihe wood ngge 
ageecy reappream) o furthe: prupore: 


* The record shows thet the crmmnstion of Aheraauve E was Task Force Seafl-drven To wan a 
SanfT rermno deserivened w the Task Force emcouuging me removal revd: ‘|: serms clear thet sebectvos and 
aupinmentence of Aleraetrve © would produce « feture rrverwey thet would De moomzseee with (the Tank 
feces's agreed upre) andertyung prancipies * (Emphaon sted ) 
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aa guetta i ees 


An exanohet recpouse © hese ulieganows magi be Deemt £15 Ais matree D pm vhs wtnalar 
prewceens w these fousd @ cid Altemanve E> No in mewher Out ima use ser m Go: recresneual aapects 
of ARenaateve D does ene fad obd Abrrastes E'3 pecomewr: mchoteng posniphe alternatives for anperuat 
pare ne ge ng a renee Amereetree D @ues sui comma a penal, 
Gmwutse mansporenen scheme Alwrative D conta cotheng abosi sows comral' Posndbi: mcrunees 
gorewerst hodng for Wad se! wecen enemas eoqueem Wi am found © Aberpapes D ’ 


However, alermsave D (aed 03d Alsarmacve E) has bed rcseurve prowctws cued a: “munumally 
Giararteed.,” “pars,” os “enteral” land use cegments in 62% of he emi riverway But, heongh be Task 
Fence couces-comeneus procera, de 62% prowsction was reduced i tne dagpes that only 42%), of the 
tiverway  aow considered (in the EJS's Preferred Alteeuve) w be “munimally dismrbed,” “park,” or 
“nensl.* This s 2 reduction by « cguificam | Sed‘ 


Page } som the ground rules when it ranens, “The cooparstive management plan will serve os the 
guasral wmnaegement plan for es Lower S Cruin Ruver’ Aad so as will explanned in eemerous 
Comments, Geoaghout this response. cqpecinity Comment 16, Alsmatve A embedies « management 
framework ev s tyrannical force of tae accumulenes of avail ie “et  sugnifccat” decistems (in 
Comment 16, Alternative A s eamed the “Necks and Cus” Alternative } 


bs recommended the folowing quesnoe be answered before ths record of Gecwos, and thr F wma. 
EAS and CAMP is published Can the agencies eho ese apers.ny, under The Nutiona! Park Service Organe 
Act of 1916, 16 USC 1, @e Neusne! Beviconmental Policy Act Chaparr $5 Subschapeer | § 4332 
ao caren ep ae St ar a apg rf aren aga 
in Ge process (Alterantive A) whose MANAGEMENT CONCEPT reads in par ~ “(A)s long es were 
earlier sre 7 ma dione A Or poscag sefety besarh © others a0 efforu would be made to 


The National Pack Service Orgamc Act of 1916, 16 USC |, esusbuahed the Mstionai Park Service 
end says the NPS is to *promneer and roguiete ase of the parks..." and « further ¢efines the perpors of 
munomal pass“ w onaeerve tx scenery rad et nature! ned stone oepace and wildbife theres: ted w 





* The operative words describing oid Alernsave E are bound o8 Page | 14 “ibe othev sherastve 
(Otd £) thax was dropped from conssdrrauon empbas:med resource prowicboe and shower, nommotonzed 
resource protec ison /AMeraguve E we the Apri] 1997 workbook ) Incressed empnacts would be placed on 
resonng waters! nedecepes compared to other alsermatrees ” 


* Eepectally nowe frem traffic through rvenude commavoes comteming high-speed highway: 
sach es ert Minncsots State Highway 3‘ speedang Gough Bayport und Maree on Si Crou (Man 


* To be sure, thr land use designances of old E are the same as DD, brut, ac an example and | 
repeat, the draft EIS emytasines ou Page | i 4 thet a: old Alternsuve E “increased emphases woul 
placed os restoring antars! lendscapes comparid to over shernatives" An mportasi tol for rewr soon 1s 
tacressed goveramnvet frxding ior land snd scesex capeneess eCQUEDUNS 


* Old Aleurnatrve F was sot wichaded w the Task Force caucus emi come: sus process th the 
tesult ots “vies0e of tomorrow” (the drafts Preferred Akerasaw:) that demets future generabor the legacy 
the XX@ Consary rive: stewards should deliver, the iegecy the “verway Comumusty deserves: 


" The genera] managemers plan for the Lower $: Crom River should weve: heve bee: based 
part en cunsidersiios of Alternative A Aiternatrve A ws not cven ¢ “ao-merm” alternate. — no-herm dewg 
at; extemety low moral burdie fer both the agen wi and te c smmanity 


* For example, Alternmetrve A retaxes exustiag smaderds or feck: amd addhnone telus accepe 
wucreass’ deveiopmen: along the nverwey ss bemg mevanbic 
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RESPONSES 





RCS Foundanes Response w the Draft Cooperatrve Management "ian Eovwormmental ‘iscement 
1130/1999 


provide for the empoynarnt of the samme m cach manne: and by such mys as w1/] lecve chem woumpaired for 
(@e e_joymen: of future generatons.” 


The Nauonal Enviroamental Policy Act (NEPA) ws siso cad (NEPA is the 1969 law employed 
13 the prepersuce of the Exvircarcents! impect Sestesmem requared for ee CMP ) NEPA s SUBCHAPTER 
1- POLICIES AND GOALS, calls out for the agencies “wo promote efforts which will prevent or climinate 
Gumnage 0 he cavirummes: ~ Would Alernstive A, tf u hed beer satectod as the Preferred A lvernative, 
ever possibly qualify under NEPA” If ao, why was a cossdered? 


Chapter 55 Subchapter | § 4332" (C) (isi) says the draft EIS should have provided, in depth - 
@e derail of olf abernatives These Comments outtne how thes language means mc hcg « id Alternet 
E Aad the draft E1S's comment on Page | 14 regerdang old A leernatrve F ws not “2 detailed smercment * 


Why wus old Altermenve E dropped? The draft ElS's Page | !4 wills us abou: old AMernatrve E. 


entire ver to be reated m this matter |: should never bees removed 





Nt ws recommended that the record of decisson end the Fine! ELS comtam adyustaments of the Final 
EIS and CMP's Preferred Alsernative as if. Firsi, Alternanve A aad i cagcus wus removed fram 
consideration except it should be listed as one of the EIS's ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT 
ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY; sud, Second, that tee Pinal EIS and CMP’s Preverred 





* § 321. Congressienal éecioration of parpese 

The purposes of ‘hss chapter are To declare a nations! pobcy which will encourage prodnctve aad 
eryoyebie harmony between nee anc hs environment: 0 promote @fort: whech will preven! or 
eluminase damage tw the enviroumen! and bwosphere end stuanulate the health and welfars of man. © 


ennch the uacherstancing of the ecological systems end natura! resources importami to the Nevoa. end 
tw eseabiah « Council) oo Environmental Qualhty (Empinsis sctded } 


* 4 4332. Cupane Copntn eons extiiiy Setenatan emmmenteieen 
tmtermational and matioaa! coordinstion of 


eRe ae GHD Cn, © Ss Came .. . (2) all agencies of the 
Federal Goveramnent shal) - 


° OEE S NEMS _ a detaakad stetermem by 
the reaponsibie officie! on - 


© (1) the envwonmenta] wmpeci of the proposed action, 


© = (13) any adverse environments! effects which comme: be svoided should the 
Proposai be wuplerrented. 


© (1) alternastves to the proposed ectson (Fmphass added) 


© — (1v) the relapoashyp bereween local short-term uses of masi s envirunment and Ge 
maumienance ead enhancement of long-term producovity 


" Idewnce! ienguage u found un the Staff! meio mennoned sbove 


Page 3 of it 


2. 





Alternative A remains an implementable alternative and therefore was 
considered in development of the draft plan. The old alternative E (which was 
not the no-action alternative described in the draft plan) would have 
significantly reduced recreational diversity in violation of the first purpose 
statement on page 10 of the draft plan, and was therefore eliminated following 
extended public discussion. 
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ee Se 


Almmsuve comin NEPA | § 4332 (C) (ii) skamasives!® from old Alerantive E as if & had bose 
exnstdered wo the {sak Force cevce:-consenmy procem ” Aad Deva the old ARernenve Fs Mesageoca: 
Cancep sbeald be used w frome the ore F mal CiP's Poeferred 4 tornsmve and thereby enebie feamre 
frvereey contumuty aad preservenca 





Se o cinse the Gre Commerce wink ths craft EIS Page } sams thet the pian “wrs Grveloped a 


Miesegesnent 
Pte) Eaveoamenta! Stussenuat fox @e Lowe Si Crom Nastia Scam Riverwey dma ect prover: the 
fverwey 








2 On Page 6 & is wrinen: “Whale many today refer w he Lower St Crom: os ‘mew river,’ .. 
PO eg ee th ee 
having send ot heard anyone, ist alone “many,” use the term memo river to descrits he Lower St. Cro.” 
© ws recommended thst the word “many * :{ not the eware senecrce. be drieerd from the Fraal Draft 








3. Page 13 — Under PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS the term “framework” is used if 
Alhernetve A ws not elumnetrd and ob} Alvernstne F rewnsmnced, teed wswes éeciz:0ns 1 !1 oe made whch 
could not be “fully resolved m the future“ |1 will be evther wo let and/or “wo expensrve * 





" These ahaernecrves as sted on Page | 14 mchede . but are not lmsted to “lncressed efform = cn 
feseormng ustural landecapes compared \o other alternates.” “imore restncnons placed on arw 
@evebspenean” “antral quest encouraged” and “henmung aii motorized” watercraft m certem locanons 
Oder alternatives mever comaudered wchude © bul are not hemsted w valicy- wide trensportmmon ichemes. 
moase-redecoon land asd scenx easeroem a qusmoo 


" During the alternatve-selecnon process. as « ember of the Tesh Force, | originally offered a 
covmprorase for the Task Force to drop hoch Alernacves A and E inchaded m thei offer was w allow the 
Teck Force om! subsequent co” wo have a ful/ debet towards s consenevs on water reguiamoms is 
ede: w comuce oll amemeu =. ae fel! ronpe of W exes Mumagement Areas (WMA). mc bedang the WMA 
of noe-mowrued showld be wm tuded | cued NEPA § 4332 (C) (im) im amy request. If the task Force 
dropped woth A and E_ | sugs cserd the Tash Force piace he son-moterwed WMA rac Alermepve D. or 
Alnerasi:ves 8 aad C for caucus and consensus-buikdng | made o mesmke | was wrong © sugges: the 
Task Force dra) bo@ Alternatrves ‘hui was: proposal thet wrongly puxtaposed the two alternetves The 
agrectes should aver beve aliowed jet sivee eacowraged. the consderstoa of Ahermenve A and thea 
ould never have allowed. bet shone encouraged the reyecnon of as Alerastrve EF 


“The '# MA for maon-motoruzed w the mao Charme! was also elumanated The | ust Farce sbouid 
teeve felly comsadcred the possibility of insuwong the WMA alternate into the mam chamnc! shove the 
Arcols Seadber | sould br ackno~ ledger tha: WMA for son-mosorwed w the mem chase! aberve the 
Arcola Sandbar provides the single bes! WMA ahermatrve for emproved costro! of the Lebra Measuel See 
daft EIS Pages 15-16, 20, 33-34, 72, 112, 166, 204, 219, 233, 257 and 266. Seaff actions prochaded debate 
on se alternsnve the: could be s tor! egmast the introduction of the zebra cruel > significant Gren 
menoned a5 no let. then thurtern pages m the draft EIS. 


" Ave the agemcees referring © beronire andor | eters wo the Editor ex published by te 


Ruverwey't enermes” The mverway enermes are legion, ad urhade the Highway Deperunenn, developer 
land specular. ew 
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3. The fact the riverway is within a large and rapidly growing metropolitan area is 


Sassauisng pup suouwzundicC) 
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4 Page 16 — The conch-and-coteass of emaipouth bem éscerves Comment Page 16 of tue Draft 
EES vents °A mt of aoe tnd: sens amier rmnceng of poten, ampect > te fishery” Preerseace 
ware ands © Ge Lowe & Crom: Plammng Task Perce c Ge auaiimewh bass dabery. (Ci. Dr | mdall ) 
‘Tes Smaibese® Bes: Alhesce « referenced om Pag: 280 as aoe orgamapraes o - hes besa ive ved 2 the 
“Coarémsnee end C caseitenon’ of ts Goft EIS Plamiy, uw the eamemg years “uce FES 75-6). oe 
camubenenes of sree: dr con and Wibe: amt bess hes cumbied seeee engiers © cetch ead toll remendou 
meter af emavemowt bess 


4 Fishing for exafimowt" chouid be conndared under the aumngemest tumecert. RCS 
recommends thet Gx Pune: EIS ectmdts . soch-end-hetsene of cormen epecere © RCS recommends tr 
aguacies rede Pages 19, 25, 34 mmeducing Ge tacur of Ge pasties of emalimouth bam faben. ” * 


5 Page |” — Tes inst semeemce of @e Nevigationn! Chasesi Matatenaper secncs reeds, “Us 
Gr ch wand { Os = fest -hemer: wes unenineeed # WOR provide came moterbon eccem” Wine. 

















© Pagr 2S — Now Suse reguimiioes would be reqered for emalimout bass Cetch-end Reisese 
(See. comment 4 sbrve | 


7 Page 30- The RIVERWAY STEWARDGMIP section neods the three anportant wchniques of | 





serwesdaiap. vu tr pracuce of scorece. mamderds. sed conforms) essesmment’' A! thr core of nvareny 
wboust be ter srcouragemes: of over ~ey os prectced and encowagsd by S Crom 
Ressarch Sennen ices wo Menne ue St Crea” h » recomsnended that the Pune! El‘ eno 








Whale te euthors of the orgmn Maser Pies and FES °‘-69 were grven the locetwoe of 
ema) mtd bees ev wed Ger 1 97U» Reet of @er Sebery upforumesety anthmg ebow emalmesh 
hess ‘res exteded we 73-09 on var Mase Plae. 


" Sanalkmowts bea felarry e¢vuceoe passsen bow thus psn cre mach the St (rou 
Wan -wey prepir) poems sbox @eu tag) eprec boeumg Any ds) Aad otaly we beve wot ost up) eed 
wer. rer 6m be moc the bercedes Gemmandang cur ight ty text of te smalkmced fisher) » smporins: 
© @ om & fone geusretwas of ftehers 


* Abang or wralmovth mmstles anc Norther: Pike would ln be Comtadases 


* Qagaificam! emexgy 4 per nm Graf FNS duecrpmas vyy © pleren the powerboe! axtmses. 
Vwtmeily notheng bat been offered as slternsnves for fwhers 


* Tae NPS) enperencc ech fishang © )cllowsene NP ukeuhd stamd ve on cumtmating C.empir 
of whet Cote and Release ond 40 for rveresy eralimou® and engizn 


" Rivervey Comseneus Scenderd RCS) #0 private fommience whos perpen 6 © educsar 
compas eth v. cus snpects of weerrined pudix poly Caw overall guess «90 UEprove rrver cewoms. 
specifically tes S% Crow Bve: through vee a! suey and tbr Consens wenden process » combuencs 
oud wechmque: of conform essen: mem: 


° Tes wepormat ann of the Scum Muse of Usexeot hes not aeer grves edequer exposurt 
2 Ge Gof GS hes should be corrected ss the Pinel vermon (Page 29 proves the qpportmnity ) 
veren; Saafl from tx \eteme! Part Service ore very femme wath Ge Sammon aed  cwtrmading 
ecreanse end penomme 
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4. This issue is beyond the level of detail of this management plan but may be 
considered in development of the fisheries management plan identified on page 
19 of the draft plan. 


5. The referenced sentence is within a section of the plan intended to describe 
issues and concerns relevant to the cooperative management plan. The text 
accurately describes issues related to navigation channel maintenance. 


6. The plan clearly states the managing agencies’ commitment to science (see 
page 31 of the draft plan, for example). Performance evaluation will be 
accomplished throug» standard monitoring and evaluation processes of each 
plan implementation cu™ponent, rather than as a separate component. 
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7. Comment noted. See the response to comment 6 above. 


| can teat eee ees 


8. Regulation of hunting is beyond the scope of this pian. Hunting regulations are 
| ao ee a yen | determined periodically by the two DNRs. 
EGESEREEES ooo beneg ene 5 2 ecnmmentet Ges Ge Pena! EM ond OM? cbse exyley Perteememee 





Be woemcmanéed Ge eo QIVERO 2) STE ARBOR? emaes cae @ geal les weed 
rennet =» wter marwexitiey dem 2 6 prewvien » cxmmub neal mich ws nema rrmereey 5 
eadiby mead huaify via of 6 nies econ Go BS RE AY STEW AROSE? coceen nese 
to CAG. Gxtietuews Wot Ge neerwey creunts of Indsy and SmETOs Wer whe © ceperted of Om 
oxi oh yom, © dere © Gees pemerthge Aad badly, ¢ © exponen © its conten 
ef RIVERWAY | chart seer Ge Wartemee, of peewee «68 ow ao Eee 


& Page )1 — Tes morase NATURAL RESOURCES MAM AGEDGENT cay: on Page | Ge 
enagENg Wgewrase weald srr © cope a Gry wend OEE Ss * (These ws works of 
Beem eerwes weet reo cme Ad am Page) te fens of ames! fem “ewnht taped 
0 pee te oe ote agery egy” Oe exmnytes ons be cand 


SS eS SSS 


Shoo @: cnmage © com OB hee  emewens 0 am os og er erties 
ABew vewesre w be evant os en eesfie vee ow 0 far. preuering fe Uren? 


9 Page 6) lp Gy Fue PIS Gr rune RECREATION Al BAN AGEMENT shout col hr 
Ge cemmeter of beng ton wes bgt-gooewe Whe ora Gr wwew benedares Yes pecs te 
ween efisxves af ese veer” | » cf ihengaee e-sult be madersiendetsie nad package ron Gemeweber Oe 


























” ( auesanw cunts se fevetaped Qeoage t: cosparmnss of od puree vin tee @ arn 
——— ens of tee cmmatecds Por Ge revert, RCE cons s “washing” 

a remem to un fe mapert of oe wre ad outed, nepper te ameter! oud 

Ge qewrey qgermng © cement © & apes o Gs saperhy) ( cote tb” te ot acta ed Dy 

fet conse O*-> TQuE nT fecuK © 6 Lue nde CRORTY prsces ~aER « eeRER not 


= 

” ATT fay emasepen Grvetape fell comermses czeutarés ©) Ger betael Set mgr fore ol) 
ane eruad parees we Gee ole cmmdmed wi) Ceowe wort ath comqerwe wenden wg Oe 
aghre vedi ote euamaned end woud w ‘te tame fos comme Inga. vo wpeteenr: 


ecame. (in fect Ges 2 Ge ASTM define of Or ore 


* RON Qefimse  colermu \sesesrem « eosereg oh wert if etwet) he drusres 
reqeremas; ee brug aur 


7 ee ARaamece tor Redosgmeng cvorummes bas Geftned Pvrfermam: Mesemrerms as ~ he the 
tape fe pragress wewrerd ex ie ceenke wrgewsd by ape fy aconse fous prev ving swe) & eve Oe 
perfeemence of the cua © 


TL afy te rem mh by Serwerdahy © Os ove renin “verve, watemebel Neel, ent 
hanithy wun 4) of the governensss ogra 2 ths wartd compot > thewerte Grime Ter we ofan 
cag @ = ie wort of shart eve fermen makmg prea ung Wundretes en! pone womerms — 


* Par. ai) stummmen can be peed w the NPS-cweed sieads vemally whe = te | comme 
ones Gy eames of mmm: Arve wan ramaer @ wg te lame poem =) of ores 
eS (eo Mee doug f noes Mremaag weve com tee) orth (aorem proceetng 
dees Ge reer As Ges 0 eritem the iy before Ge oper «oo! hegyes agree Heme! = “oad Be 
5 od 
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il 


COMMENTS 


RESPONSES 








Ses Craitaten Rageen O E> Sal Cupane Mangan lin Sotnemats Genes 


ehewag ths as. of rifies on thace leineds withen Ge rrverway beeadary ia sheer asmnety sad groscly 
tomrponstide far public eafiy eemsery. 


9. The reference is clearly not intended to b= a complete list but only a few 
obvious examples. 
10. The text has been corrected. 








Also on this page ead i hi: AECRLATIONAL MANAGEMENT suction, i c secemmnended 


11. Photographs used in the final plan have been changed to better reflect the 
character of the land use areas. 








10. Page 39 — ‘a the section INTERPRETATION there are Geese uses of he weed “could.” his 
saccenended these semmences be written repleceng the * ond "could" with “should” to indecate the agencies 
gemmnety desire to accomplish same 


12. See the response to comment |! above. 











il. Page 47 — op ale Cn manasa iapatat & te 
piceuse used en the lower right of Pag: 47 is cited os on exmapis ef RURAL RESIDENTIAL. 2 is, im fact, 
0 heene in the City of Marme on St Crou. Ths home from om Jedd Siest. Thes beans bas been 
mnioteined sad preserved wader the fansesr ned-uer exuaegewret are of arban, andy tor Lonny 
Cxdimance of the City of Marine. should coms to no surprise ths: the appearence of dois heme 6 quar 


the language describing Manne found on Pages 142 and 143 and fas so-called "developed rveideanial 
theretine’ woh the senkty of this arche*ypicel sewmg es found on Page 47 it's aise sececamended you 
érfvac the pheose "i rveiaped residential shercime ° 





The phot you have choses os an anampie of RURAL RESIDENTIAL is 5 heene thet, under the 
af E29’: Preferred Aleernative will be locesed mm SMALL TOWN HISTORIC. Thus, & is recesnmandée:’ 
te pects ened on the lower right af Page 47 (now bemmg eanployed in the draft EIS os an sxampl of 
RURAL RESIDENTIAL) be cited io the Pine! CMP as an example of whar should be expected of 
properties ca te shoreline wien the SMALL TOWN HISTORIC nverwey boundary. 


The SMALL TOWN HISTORIC photo found on Page 45 shows two buildings u Gs Villags 
Re eee ee 
has ao exemple of a residential shesctine 2 SMALL TOWN HISTORIC. 


oruntenal WA used on the lower left of 56 0s cffeed by the draft EIS a on 
we WA i, im fact, a sensona! heons of in Otieville (Dian. ).” This residence hes 
leod-eor oon of varel. This heme io 


deacrigtve of Onsville found ca Page |42, and ms so-called “roderate dovelepment,” with this 
erchetypical eemag on Page 56 fh is alec recommended you define “wodecate develope.” \t 5 








w De, den aque, does have «photograph of heme thet wil bein SMALL TOWN 
HISTORIC found on Page 47 


* Those senscaa) hownes, uke remy others on Gar Ousvilie (Mane | shoretin: of the reer wey. eave 
bees owned by tae seene fernines for simoe © yaers 


Page 7 of 18 





570 


NOLIVNIT¥YOO) GNV NOLLVLINSNOZ 








6L¢ 








a aass tates ae er 


worummanted the Funai RTS and CHP mteomce the phone” on Page 7 an a coumdand for RURAL 





M, os Gs dod HIS inphen, Now .Candatininityenesueinty 


a , a ee ie, a0 


SELENT ROATING wes ast found in ene of the A-t0-D Ahennstives pessemted by the Task Force 
cence. 


13. Page 63 - The TABLE 4: LAND MANAGEDGENT AREA BOUNDARIES IX THE 
PREFERRED ALTERRATIVE proencs an oppartematy © commas on Ge Lend Segmanm os i relates 
to dee dscesigtion of the verthern boundary of develeped Murine on 8. Coots. 


oa stem promend ws oriar on big cori ont ions Ss “om 
oceipents mecwne cat eoferuet es the “esas! 


Cok: Ie senlity, Gesenburg leinad is 2 series of Sunte-owsed asd part of Seats Park 


thet cad appvecmmenely ot toe engwal boundary edeped .y Marime we St Crees mm respects © the 
Cothoad Asees Act and t Mimmeses Stone 103F 351 





™ Comcnems || and 12 ubasweer the defficulty of esing phowe that are get capscenamtve oth the 

pit ri mts tee cof bo Page 1 en Pa 36g dO 

drveisped wamtee than the actual Land Mancgomen Asoc m whech dery wonbd be hoceed cmder the 
ook ETS. kt would be 2 grievous matats remove thoes rwe photos Gora ths Funai BIB. Thee beauty 


pleewesom 0 tet they will, @ fect, te removed. bk ian bees receamerndad thar the EES conta theoe 
peter with esemies ac Spstnote of te sceal some te whack thay oft baheug, 

* RCS cold nat accuse the odters of heving doer 2 “dumnung down" by ung then plates 1 
fepeeens mere reswicave simattons Rather. we the myned of phos svadiatnte te |  crrtacaiae 
probally cheese a6 eecruadsag coamples of the ace beag preecnted 0 the draft EIS. 

» How ions that the draft EIS would employ » QUIET WATER vasidemes to sndicen 
mane Sa Theo poentbiety would hove been datvend vf old Ahernative E bel ast booe 

Duff ection. The druft ETS, in: ap selection of hs + + ape 
Alceative 2 mmast be mctaded mn he Pinel CPM 


“ The WMA of SILENT BOATING was atroduced in the coutus dsbate by tes geeup 
repressemeag Alarantive D for cereus Sach Cheanets 


” As the fore: Toot Force wortahop. these bountanes und segmonts were cuasted a» w oun how 
the lead eagmens coutd be viewed from Gt Rive 


™ Thin seperate clossificance goes beck tc bdsenecot: Gevarnar Wendel Ascerscm- aponsured 
Crtateal Asoss Act ectien thet prodsted Minncsots Sastute 103F 351 Page 287. 


” here's olificial mame ve withers bypleens 
* 'a low eeem candinom,. toe Greraturg wlends ave costyuows. 
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Cae Retee Rage Gn a Cragin ange ee Ratap EES 








ha woemenesded thet te eoswey beedery, is Ge secthors be of fn Headocees lend, 
ou bes coumdensd te berwean the Land Seguceam ef RURAL end M4ALL 
TOWN HISTORIC. The A pet ee ae et ee 
pene Re me ae ny ne i sept rape = cas tem 
Os re. ths sdopties of tee Prefened Ahurantrve commes Go need © recegnane mes bintarwally 
ened,” by is secomensndied Gris enect boundary be remeped. 








14. Page 68 - The genevuven of Gt wensa WATER SURFACE USE hod conmdsrab’: 
na op ‘Whes the Tesh Purce comcuses debated ATER SURFACE 
the fear Abernative Groups A throug’ D began “net vy 9 conmdereues of upstream: aun: ond een 
puuconded south or dvwesmenm The BA fer Siem boating wor mot levnd & ony sores.“ 


As Ge Aluratve Geoups -\ trough D conces-<cobate peoconded Gownswnem, the coucus lenders 
ed Almumive 4 ultimately acquiseced to ameunbers -{ dhs St pax Wanerseys exgemaaces.“ ht chew 
teas hao deafts ER) Prefered Aheresnve for WATER SURBACE USE, x part, sqpreusats the 
moommenbion.~ Dai. cae Ge ogeacies of Ge Alarmeerve D caeces bd had on sited 
Abonzonve 5 sunces 14 piece Garag be SURLY ACE USE Greet aad 4 hermetive A was gover 
been in dhe dabess’™ Conssames sll! may ant kev: bece renched. But, emy sheereer tat day would hove 
ages that he fell pocwem of WATER ACE USE wes act dvbaicd and on the det ERS: Prafersed 
Ahmarte WATER SURFACE USE is doworeé 1b = recommended the vesord of decieer camect Gus 


1S. Page 72 -- The section CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT is aypernd. “ 





: 7 There rely is Uae x no dhacrapency, but there aloo chotht be sure presibiiny teat thie 
boundary wealé ever bececn confessd. The Séerine Clerk Ginger Bodin at 651.433 3466 con. ee 
ke property deigasnen ef the rarevurven boundary os i son exams 1 the Marine Zoning 


" Tree cammenens unaans thet 2 mayerty ef those mvelved extusmencelly sappart the cmatard 
wu the exmenty agvecing te ecqzeesce in tor epumce of tho saagerity 


“Ths WA was ooty added intr as eageuebon: regestng csaaidevation of seme hagher epeed 
beating betew Ascels Seafear The AD cance grow sever bed the oppertunaty te nddvee the fol 
wapeouien: of old ARarmetve Fy WALA os on viable cterentive Ger exe in the maka cheemel fer reesens 
aiendy eutiined. The slindneten of thu aiterianve evs 2 veinmsa of NEPA 


9 The Londen of tho Aburnsave A conces expressed ts thr proup thoi they 6 sot pevvomelly go 
dang wh Ge % Crate Waterways porsmon of maleated speed 


© The matey of speed i the lower regiom of @: Lower St Crain wes net ucemciind Gormg the 


“To be sure, the St. Costs Woeerways poopie weuld hove had to snove to Aleruative B Would 
they owe bend tee ‘dnesical iespeci ou Gee Alernstive 3 coecus bnaders? We shall wrver know 


The socuse recoils the (then called the Village of Marta ca %. Croix) Sepesmber 21. 
1976 sopeenane: it general onpport fw he original Lower S Crus Ravironnentl Srscmeas (FES 


Wineries! Devries” -- The Comcnout rend w part. “The Masuer Pie: and tre (Lower St 
Earvennenel suport Seater (FES shoudd reflect the.” Also the Camewax asked the 
te hawe the Mester Pize “alhew co-ssdersnen of tis hoterscal teteynty of certhe siractwes withes 
Morme Bisteck Distret if an : ls. snme of s budding © prapoend * 
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13. The exact boundary will be used as recommended when detailed district 
boundary maps are prepared. 
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RCS Poumdattes Bespenre to ae Oru Coupmusee Meacgement Pes Bevroenesen! Seon 


14. See the response to comment 2 above. 








Dage 76 ~ Section ALTERMATIVE A 13 recmned Go Mints onc Com Akaretcces ond 
eutttommet! bt impasetibis te secameds the verbenge “ded act eqpeiiieamily change.” out 
“pussarce’. The decueunry defiess significant, Ayertcn: of comopemee in ends © enaphei why 
Almucarr A ta memowed, tha uvoteee: beyeneg een ene 
MAMAGEDSENT CONCEPT is srwriten  commm te somal dsfinitten ef veces the werd 
teetf, To whit “Uniibe the prefered elterantive, os leng a: esers wore net (teepertnst, of 
Saas ae eiers weed be sink we egekee ane 








‘Wha s masegemen ceacept’ What : merai coacest! Fermer Seance end Vice Prosstesi 
Mondale camticusd us just tee yours age chou the St. Croix River succumbing w his phrase of countless 
Suishs and cots?" Boch line aick and on is eet apmficest. aot mupercn, act of commeqeance, 


Cay leat Naka 
@.Wiec.), asthesed beth Go enabling lagelstse ples toe eee-apenitic BY peeve bs Low S 
Conte River hem Polis te Presson (Wiec.) If Semetsss Mondale end Neless hed tore = 
eative survies we he Peres do the agency peuple really bobeve Gat Getar man ewald heve oly. sed Go 
ew manal alemedve of Picks sad Cum w heve a place ot he caores openememe wehbe” 


‘Well, Wests oad Czas wes of Ge ible ond he resanmtian olaerzatire wee att Hes y what 5 
exiass 2 hs ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELEAGINATED PROM DETAILED STUDY ca 
ee 


“Wncvenssd effers =. ans pen ering aemere) landscapes compared w other cleraseves,” “mere 
senyec~cns placed eo are devetepmenn,” “nemwel gust 4 ansswuged” end “banning at 
aoe © 2 corum becovess 


Ale, aeederenen of 9 regesnel, umecutan Tenspermnes schema, aeee-coatyl Ges. bagh-1, _. 
y+ Ap - - pecataastaaae aerate: 
4 the concen consenens woke 


A wes Gere Ot E wee at Bs recommended Ge agencies remove ARerns ‘ from Ge final 
BER be rchneen © 09 einecal wrevesty ” 


17 Page 105 — Under the section BIVER CROGEENGS “The uanagung agencis would cleo 
encoamge 3 vedection m utility hers.” |i us recommended Got the managing agencws go bryend this 
lnnguage and ener! more chow, As te agencies know fell well, the indirect consequences » RIVER 





“;Rermat~t A is net oven 2 “no-term” shernetve. . no-herm wsel! bemg 4 rether low exoral 
hurdle. Altorastive A represents the tyracmenl force of sccumsleted umell ie “ast significant” 


an elre an menwanolsns, 1997 befese Ge St Cratx 
Rover Assecinnen (SCRA) celsbrotang te 15th ennive: sary of the cheese of Si Trou Neneual Scesac 
Buvereay ute the U S federal rrvers system. 


 Mendals alse called ow thet the St Crou comnaurs to recerve tignd!. wat threes from polhenen 
and @eelaper 


© Pte wet 0 gemmine NEPA altsrestive, cacupt to theer living in the “world of short-term decision 


malig, to (Qieer) presecting hendester™ ay io bo more saccuct to thoes simping & ~emmhew plecese 
Ge ned eprontewrs aed teeeeen- tore baste 
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15. The recommendation is noted, but is beyond the level of detail of this 
management plan. An annua! rneeting with utilities is just one tool 
management may consider for advancing the goel to reduce utility lines. 


16. The text is intended to describe the general character of the area. 


17. Detailed maps delineating the shore activity zones (and where they overlap) 
will be prepared when water surface use regulations are being developed to 
implement portions of this plen. 


18. Comment noted. The section is intended to provide a general description of the 
stretch of river, not to detail ownership patterns. 


19. Language has been added to the “Conflicts Between Boaters” section (page |4 
of the draft plan) to make clear that boater safety is a management issue. 


NOLIVNKTWOO7) GNY NOLIVITNSNO- 














+ ay cas steaeeeet ae eae emeees 


DA Page 10) ~ Heap wo doe cores auemes! protras comid pam come bem Canch-end-teimes 
ef azeivse®, Dew scones world od 








26 | 25. Page 173 — is inncemreme w erie Gat Go “WE end Sounie Rivem Act exiginslly exchaded 
Ge lower & Crnis Rover.” Vile « © wus test Gr upper & Cont: wes made on “instant” seer, Ge Act 
wary cieuty chats te lsew & Cran os ety OS 












36. Page (96 — The ences CULTURAL LANDSCAPES “Same cstings wthin és civerwey 

oy duane © ey eaperees Gasmmoes of Oo exitenel mye on Op fecrewy ° (hates 
Meshes Hizeeraa! Desenct has teens fidavelhy secogemed (: bevng ¢ eolteral ampest ance 1974 

A of Gevemrats sermerctey % wppicxee und accopwere sedicem hoe nmsicd; beady Gs 


Oven: 0 an caesngér of co benonce Dusnct ov 9 suceguenad rolbwai argec! s2 Gu mewreey 





27 Page [288 . The nverway ents of he oem of hivemest and Wines es cod exmess 
Grnetayuees day become Ge Cevremeems choses lend-eos ova ts spam 
On @s NPS koemeed w 0 teley we bows Pubic Low ule the orginal 
Lowa: &. Cents Act of 1972 “is ennanded by ‘D273 200 ant sewtg @ be Gores! 
$19,000,907." That bes nude afl Ge Gifferencs far pores, 


Dw aevw toe iets for coun tr dodo or omer agencres © oben farthe bending fer rrrareny 
goomrence. (ECS aggre hee the fede of Or Toss Pec @ bring fereund m9 até Almac 3 fer cnecer 
omen preceded the pacolleisry Gun PreGaned 4 kerceerve omeid hwew kod 0 Aerdan meres 6 
prone eweertang. 


28. Page 197 and 196 — Ths Proferved Ammrnauive “le adfines t te ad bes 
er (tie plus cole for) ceorerngeg de atateme ond 
raunemes of Geo Samay ent anagrity of ecumrmadtns on pilie tnd 
preen tanh ete eon meunb o Ge ‘radhecegne wmese fagrwentntve of Oe sai 
escmnm of ter eres 3a intend appecne bores wx os af gins armenia dame 
"mumetonenre aad reskaremen * 


is what de NPE St. Crees “GOVERNMENT PSRFORMANCE AND RESULTS Acts 
(GPRA) Pina FY 1998 2062 thei desk web thn sulyact says todey 





” berme wer Ge here enges % Crus logging operennes and wu son od Gz portals fe ces 
amin Deetieh sagan 


* Cn Qussber 16, 1974 of Marine cx St. Conte's on te BIS tend sores entitled 
“Taning 0: ewes of Preservetian” — The Ocesba: | 4, Comment raed @ yert “No preservenen can bo 
(peencensd os even porieabty aaeeved by ante rehrare of * Amd beer: “The ahemighty duller ts ting 
& the velry ond wie: ¢ bee bere the posmue of ow o um beca conbel @ mation ef tes 


erpen, 4 tals » igor farm of gevcrmuen & on the mendads oJ undend preupelge s palery ef tee ond 
ete eRRUECR an Gacnmeaes ~ 


ane Ren ceneams 3622, Sec. 2. Subsection (6) fund os Page 296 of Ge 


” *(any Term Gael ie] By Sepermber 30, 002 » comprshansc trventery end maniuring 
em AT ee ae een oe te mY gt 
of oft end and warm ouher Ge Ewerwe; boundary © drvetag éagsn) énte we of 
of lend wth the Rrvereey benndssy ond ceonsned 0 ter ‘elloumg Gomes vogemess ar wae bend 
cove. sot. and curfiraa) and bedeoct gevingy and axty percent of the eng Otearee & de Rrverecy 
‘wil be ewened © dccerwaes they sapere © fy Liverecy 1 ease quality” 


Page 12 of 18 





20. The text has been corrected. 


21. Pending completion of the noted cultural resources inventory, it is premature to 
make the recommended statement. 
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22. The text is correct, according to MWBAC data. There has been an increase in 
larger craft and an offsetting decrease in smaller craft, but overall use has not 
increased. MWBAC data cannot determine horsepower. See also page 150 of 
the draft pian. 


23. Recreational use of the riverway remains diverse, as correctly noted in the 
referenced text on page 198 of the draft plan. The dominant use from O’Brien 
State Park north is nonmotorized. Use between O’Brien State Park and the 
Arcola Sandbar is a compatible mix of nonmotorized use, small fishing boats, 
and slow-moving pontoon boats. All types of motorboat use occurs south of the 
Arcola Sandbar. The trend toward increasing size among motorboats south of 
the Arcola Sandbar has been noted in a revision to page 150 of the draft pian. 
Large craft are less jikely to use two-cycle engines. The imposition of speed 
limits will prevezt increasing size from impacting the diversity of uses in that 
southern area (see the response to Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary Area 
Commission comment 2. 


24. The text on page 150 of the draft plan has been corrected to note that there has 
been a trend toward iarger craft south of Stillwater. 
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25. It would be speculative for the plan to develop policies relating to possible 
future evolutions in technology. The plan provides the framework for managers 


to respond as needed to changes in technology that might occur in the next 20 
years. 
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26. The plan has been revised to show that the “quiet waters” water management 
area will be implemented through requiring a “slow speed” speed limit, which 
is defined as “a leisurely speed, whereby the wake or wash created by the 
motorboat is minimal, but in no case greater than 15 mph.” 
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27. While some vegetation would be affected by recreational csers, residential 
development, and management actions to restore native plant communities, 
these impacts would be extremety local. Overall, most vegetation in the 
riverway would not be affected. 


28. This plan will be implemented consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's recovery plans for the winged mapleleaf mussel and the Higgin's eye 
mussel, and with the Zebra Mussel Task Force Action Plan. implementation of 
the Zebra Mussel Task Force Action Plan has prevented infestation of the 
riverway by zebra mussels. 
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29. Thank you for your confidence in the measures proposed to help protect 
cultural resources. However, we believe the impacts that can be reasonably 
expected are most consistent with the definition of a “minor impact” as 
described on page 193 of the draft pian. 


30. The plan has been revised to clarify that conflicts between landowners and 
recreational users would be reauced by boat speed limits, restrictions on 
camping, and increased law enforcement. 
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COMMENTS REGARDING LOWER ST. CROIX 
NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY DRAFT COOPERATIVE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENT 


IMPACT 
STATEMENT 
November 29, 1999 
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1. Comment noted. Actions to implement the Zebra Musse! Task Force Action 
Plan have thus far been successf.al in preventing an infestation of zebra musseis 


in the riverway. 
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2. Air quality in the riverway is good but is modestly affected by the edjecent 


metropolitan area. It is not anticipated that air quality in the riverway would be 
affected by implementation of any of the alternatives, as noted on page 193 of 
the draft plan. 


. There are only two industrial uses within the riverway and both are expected to 


remain throughout the 20-year life of this plan. The text has been changed to 
encourage conversion to park if an industria! site is ever abandoned. 


. Cluster development is encouraged in existing state land use rules and will be 


considered in state rulemaking processes that will follow completion of this 
pian. 


. Since the riverway boundary in Stillwater is the railroad tracks, there is 


actually very little land within the city that is within the riverway boundary, 
and most of that is city parkland. 


6. The “park” classification has becn eliminased and the state parks will be 


managed as “conservation” lands, similar to the recommendation that they be 
classified as “natural.” 
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7. Since protection of scenic values is one of the outstandingly remarkabic values 
for which the riverway was designated and protection of ecologically 
significant vegetation is not, screening of structures does take precedence over 
protection of ecologically significant vegetation. In most cases, beth values can 
be protected together and management for ecologically significant vegetative 
communities is an improved resource managecnest objective over the 1976 
plan. 


8. The statement has been corrected. 


9. Under the preferred alternative, there would be no net increase in the number 
of transportation corridors. Increases in traffic associated with wider bridges 
would be evalusted (under the provisions of section 7(a) of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act) on a case-by-case basis for potential impacts on water 
and air quality, habitat, and hydrology in the riverway and necessary mitigation 
would be required. 


10. Comment noted. 


il. The plan has been revised to eliminate the “silent boating” water management 
area. The original goal of that water management area was to provide an area 
where users would be completely free of the sounds of internal combustion 
engines. With motorboats operating in the main channel (in the “quiet waters” 
managemers area) and with the large numbers of riparian residential properties, 
the original goal of the “silent boating” water management area could not be 
achieved. The backwaters that had been proposed as “silent boating” wiil be 
managed as “natural waters” with a no-wake speed requirement. The adjacent 
main channe! will be managed as “quiet waters” with a modified slow-epeed 
a ee 
Foundation comment 26. 


12. While quiet and solitude are to be protected in the riverway, the plan does not 
propose to protect them everywhere and there is no proposal to protect those 
values along the river's shore in Afton State Park, where boat speeds have not 
been restricted in the past. 


13. This plan does not propose elimination of commercial navigation or deep-draft 
recreational boating. The proposal to reduce the maintained channe! width at 
the mouth of the Kinnickinnic River should eliminate the need for future 
channe! maintenance dredging. 
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14. A “vernacular historic landscape” is one that evolved through use by the people 
whose activities or occupancy shaped it. Through social or cultural attitudes or 
an individual, family or community, the landscape reflects the physical, 
biological, and cultural charccter of everyday lives. Function plays a significant 
role in vernacular landscapes. This can be a farm complex or a district of 
historic farmsteads slong a river valley. Examples include rural historic 
districts and agricultural landscapes. Additional infcrmation can be found in the 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, 
With Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, National Park 
Service, 1996. 


15. The concept in alternative D was that the bluffs in the city would be designated 
“natural” and the rest of the community “small town.” The preferred alternative 
does, as recommended, designate the entire community “smal! town histovic.” 

16. See the response to comment 7 above. 

17. Comment noted. 

18. As noted on page 105, camping north of Stillwater would be limited to a few 
designated sites. South of Stillwater public camping is currently allowed only 
at the Hudson Islands and the state perks. 


19. Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
L-30 1. From the north city limits of Stillwater south to Prescott, the plan proposss & 

daytim= speed iimit of 40 mph and a night-time limit of 20 mph. 

tage 2. Enhanced public education is an important component of riverway manage- 
ment and the pian has been amended to identify this need. In addition, 

Randal R. Taresen increased public education is nceded when implementing amended water sur- 

Lower Riverway Panrang Coordnetc: face use regulations. 

117 Rhein Strest 

Suibwater, MX 55082 

Oeer Randy. 


Aa part of he public comment penod far the Aare draft of the comprehansive 
managemers plan for tre St. Crot: Riverway, please consider the follosing 
pn ee wy metry i Fagen ee 
& Crom-desed, marine managers have put forth tis based 
on fer conederable, collective historical experience as well as what we fool is 
for the fae recreational use of ow natal resource We feel 


(he cbviews “no wake” zones. WA equal rescive, we would sieo Exe to . 
recommend 6 ‘night speed limit of 30 mies per hou These limdis would be in 
oMact for of oedosbie tenes. on the St Crob: River 











We fost that @ve recommendation would not duninish eny type of recreations! 
Opportunity es hestoricaly witnessed, yet wots serve as 6 cistaiment of sorts. 
for those who perusne our cere! and fuse status as ‘arything gous.” We 
have also given much thoug?t to the exdusive boat trafic pattems of fe Si. 
Croix, es apposed to nend lates. We cits fhe nurfibound, sa.dtbound 
predominance es the season fer ow river waffic to move atong si 8 som@whal, 
move brish, pace then imits aficn neve been est on intand izkes Keep in mind 
thet 6 ay venmed., planing vesed!, emis a emailer wake than e slower moving 
=A pees. Aso. we'- ‘een encouraged by Ge recent, vigorous 
etorcemert of the csvent non... se / decibel level. We see tis, as most 
poeiive bl requires continued effort . -.forc, the edeting standards 


Regarding trther river requiation. tes keep in mind that peak nver reguiation is 
required only at peek usage times These times cco between Memorial end 
Labor Oey weekends, perhaps ten times per year 





in eckiiton, we marine manogers fasi i is ir peratve hat in tandem wih any new 
fonnes of requdstion shoud commence a turious, progres of education Certainty 
ve program should deal with any new reguéetions, bu not limited to, wah 
the often. overioched iesus of persons resporaiay The Departneri of 
Resources and prriedictonal lew eréorcemart agencies shousd spearhesd fis 








pew 

















prepem The & Cau few care ard at ihe to cuamae 
is aumenerwed eften ve es contred bets c! come ver based 


Sreeray, 
Sed & Com Mare 
fede Veena — 


























oe ca eee 
% 


“= ty Lo Sg ee ‘ 
ying i ‘ 
: = eS Ee Paces 
ae i ee ae 








. Gore 
& Px = 





1. See the response to St. Croix River Marina Managers comment i. 


| 
L1 
| Bos 1052, Hadsen, WI 54016 


November 29, 1999 


Ramty Tessesca 
Pieceasg Coondoator 
Lower & Croix Plaumag 
117 Dain Seepet 
Selldwarer, MIN 55082 


Deas hts. Theresea, 


Ca baualf of the more than 350 members 0’ the St. Croix Rive Associatioa, | am 

schuimting br following comments ia reepoust w the Drefi Cooperative Management 
Pian and Environmestal impact Sentement for the Lower 31 Crom Netonal Scemic 
Riverway The Association, whick wes avtablished in 191! exists to: “preserve and 
daveiog the aataral bensty of the S% Croix River and Valley, prevent polsion of its 
water, land end air. maimenin the aves 9 2 scemsc amd recreatousi aves, sad to preserve its 

8 enteral svease and recreational sapenstes 20 0s 10 assure prosers end fume goucratoes the 
benefits of tus relatrvely uxapeited estore! resource ~ 


Tlaese comments were developed st an opan meosnng of the Assocmuon's Board 
of Directors ce November !3, 1999. with the participation of Association members is 


Ths Assocation drongty supports the extanerve public proces through waich ths 
Dent Cocperative Management Plan was developed The Assaceibon wes represented o0 
the Lowa: & Crear Task Force That group met for more ‘han three yeors to discuss 
eummerous expect: of fumere Riverway menogemex, work through hey iseurs, and make 


Overall, we sapport the prefarved ahernati « outimed m the Draft hiasagemen'. 
out rerommend some changers of detsla We comsader threat changes 5 fine-aming of 
specifica, and belneve the changes wil! be consistent with the wntemi of Ue alternative w 
eccommnedsne growing and diverss Riversty ums advic placing greats angina cn 
enherceiass of naturel ceseurces end the uneque cherecter of Riverway comeentwe 


i a 1. Regarding the boat speed limit for the “Active Social Recreation and Moderate | 





Recreation” designation We wyr estabieiearnt of one speed enct of 20 more than 30 
wits per hour for the Ascois Bar/Stiltwansr to Prescow stretch of the river. 
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2 Regarding Gs Water Claas ficames: for Afton/Cafish Rer to 
Prencem, we strongly bellow: thet this suetch of river chouid be classified “Moderan 


wes poups s 
Werkshop The sverb of rive 3 wed by 0 large member of poopie We thenk 1 
wapurtare w pronde dverwe motor-bosting expervences beve We atso beirw tha eur. 
thinng should be cilowes wm thes socvon of mver “Moderate Recreation”. with a spued 
fama of ao more thes 30 males per hour, eouh! rest m 0 dhflerert/diverse bouurg 
suvevement than would “Active Soca” Thus change of ciasnificanos would also be 
tne conmeten. wrth dee adjecent inact ane classification. 











3 Vib cagard w Managemere: Structure’Polocy Devetopasem for the Rrversey 

(p 11%) we bedieve « imperative for the mane Depurements of Nesea) Resources to 
comtame to hove oversight over loca! decumoen The nature of loca! politics will mabe « 
Officul & acterve unsformety 0 enforcemem of Ruverwey pohres end ordinances and 
conmemteacy wil be crinca’ to successful unphrinenmmon of tus plan is addon we 
Ucheve « esmamtal tc heve s meens of recourse should 2 local goverrenent dasregerd 
pobcies and ordeences The ¥ isconmn aad Mannesots Departments of Nenura) 











Suppor a to advise the Lower 
St Crou Manageme Comsussica Such « group will beip carry rato the fume the 
Gadoger with local government: aad othe stakeholder groups that hes been esumbiushed 
through the phanmumg Task Force 


4 Regarding the Arotyns of ivopects on Scemsc Resources (p 194) The analyzes stners thet 
86 nguficen ead acqumuce would occu in unplomentiag the preferred alternanve 


aot the eumement does aot 
refiect the opportunste: tt mey exe 20 protec land through other means. We urge 
thet dus archon be amended to encourage permanert protector of land along both 
sides of the rive: through amy means. inctuding scene and conervence cascinent, 
vwhuch may be heid by land trams and others 





3 With vagard w Iligh WarreNo Wake determination We beteve that the no wake 
resancace should be put m place whee the river leve! is 68! fect There s wadtespread 
fecagnemen that there ave problems when advisones are seued af the 683 .foot waser level 
We say, resotve the problem acw——dun'! west to fir a! 








6. With regard to personel wenercraft, the Si. Crorx River Amocistion urges s ban ca 


fs Anzeaal Poll macting (1998), our organization passed a resolution supporting « 
ben Thr verotumon was previcusly subsurted to the Supenntendant of the SC Croix 
Manone! Scene Riverwey end the | ower $: Crou Management Comanussion 


7 Regarding srectere color requiremeras “or the “Sensi! Town” classification (p 284). 








2. The river segment between the north limits of Stillwater and the confluence 


with the Mississippi River at Prescott is classified as “active social recreation” 
in this plan, inchuding the river segment described in this comment. As the 
comment notes, this reach of river is heavily used and provides diverse motor- 
boat experiences, including waterskiing. The area will be managed with a day- 
time speed limit of 40 mph and a night-time limit of 20 mph. The “moderate 
recreation” classification is applied between the Arcola Sandber and the north 
limits of Stillwater, with a 24-hour speed limit of 20 mph. Most waterskiing 
occurs between 25 mph and 36 mph; a 30-mph speed limit would prevent a 
significant amount of waterskiing activity. 


. See the response to Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission com- 


ment 5. 


. This is an important component of the preferred alternative as described on 


page 74 of the draft plan. 


. See the response to Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission com- 


men 6. 


Personal watercraft is prohibited in the area north of the north city limits of 


Stillwater. The plan states that they continue to be permitted south of that point, 


subject to other provisions of state law in each state. 
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7. The plan has been amended to reflect this recommended change. 





7 | we believe thet earth tones should be requ.red in small towns, rathes than leaving this 10 
be devermuned by local ordinance. 





Agmsa, we want to complimem the managing agencies for theu commstmeat to the 
public process used to develop the draft plan and preferred alternative. The educanonal 
forums, meetings, workshops and open houses provided extensive spportusuly for many 
stakeholders to be heard and considered at ail stages of the plan's development. The 
Association hes welcomed the opportunsty t address current issues and reaffirm our 
commitment to the St. Croix National Scenic Riverway. la finalizing this plan, we urge 
the agencies to set policies thet will maint the imegrity of the Riverway and remain 
true to the purposes f.¢ which it wes designated. 


Sincerely, 








A 








4 





1. See the response to Lake St. Croix Beach comment 13. 


CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


3. Maintaining views of the river from residences and maintaining visual screen- 


ing of structures es viewed from the river are matters being considered in state 


rulemaking that will occur subsequent to completion of this plan. This is a 


level of detail not addressed in the plan. 


4. Scenic quality is one of the outstandingly remarkable values for which the 


riverway was designated, and protecting scenic quality is 2 fundamentaily 
important element of this plan. 
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President, $t. Croix Waterways Association 
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che wacer level. Requiring dock omere to edjust 
che position of their docks te asst this requirement could be 
finenciaily taxiag or even physically iapossible for seus 

308 visibility rule 

As seen Crem where? 

Geight restrictions 

tf a homes is inermepicuous from the river. sise restrictions serve av 
useful purpose They only limit the rights of homeownere | 

Mo construction on slopes over 12% 


























restrictica 














wacter-skitiag certh of Stillwater. 
The ¢raft plan is very vague es to what is te.-¢ ¢roposed. 











EE SRO EOE o to the 8: Croix Ryver <"* 7s. celine was 








@eveleped fur lake use with water-ekiing . {:s".57 824 Beats going ia 
every direction. The St Croix River is used ¢:{feren:... apet soets 
trevel serth end south, this allow for ¢ <:g50: tcat density. 
Governmes.t sazicen 








5. Language has been changed in Appendix B to respond to the concern about 
adequate dock length and to eliminate the implication that docks cannot extend 
beyond four feet. The dock width issue will be addressed in state rulemaking. 


6. A“30% visibility rule” is not proposed in this plan. 


7. Tall structures are likely to impact scenic quality to a greater degree than small- 
er structures. See the response to comment 4, above. 


8. When the original plan was developed in the 1970s, the Soil Conservation 
Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the nation's primary expert on 
soil stability, strongly recommended using the 12% slope figure to guard 
against increased erosion. In developing this plan, the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (the SCS‘s successor agency) reported that data collected 
in the last 20 years showed even stronger evidence that the slope standard 
should remain at 12%. 


9. While restrictions on camping need to be limited to accommodate public inter- 
est in that activity, camping activity cannot be permitted to destroy the very 
resources the agencies are charged to protect and the campers are there to 
enjoy. 


10. Technological advances have made it possible to operate at high speeds in very 
narrow and shallow areas. The pian proposes continuing the existing no-wake 
rule in back channels. 


11. The plan proposes a 40 mph speed limit south of the north limits of Stillwater 
during daylight hours, and s 20 mph speed iimit st night. Safety is a relevant 
issue with respect to extremely high speeds in daylight hours, but safety is only 
a small part of the justification for speed limits on the riverway. The riverway 
was designated for its scenic end recreations! characteristics, and there is ampie 


justification to slow traffic to enhance visitor enjoyment. It is analogous to the 
difference in speed limit on an interstate highway versus a scenic road. 


12. The plan has been revised to propose prohibiting waterskiing north of 
Stillwater and to establish a 24-hour speed timit of 20 mph between the nosth 


limits of Stillwater and the Arcola Sandbar. The river there is very narrow and 
lends itself to more passive activities. Waterskiing is proposed to continue to be 
allowed south of the north limits of Stillwater. 





, ’ @unic 
regulating the river. We do not seed a duplication of this by the Lover | 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 





St Croix Partaership tean. 13. Density standards used on other water bodies were modified to recognize the 








unique circumstances found on the St. Croix River. 


14. The partnership team wouid have no regulatory authority. It would review local 
government land use decisions for consistency and provide comments to the 
Lower St. Croix Management Commission. 








15. A prohibition on personal watercraft north of the north limits of Stillwater is an 
action taken by the National Park Service consistent with management of per- 
sonal watercraft throughout the National Park System. The action was taken 
independent of this plan. 
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L-05 1. There are portions of Prescott, Afton, and Hudson that have blufflines within 
' ie the riverway boundary. Steep slopes deserve protection regardless of whether 
Pa nw ae Local 715-960-9008 or not they lie within municipal boundaries. 
Pracen, Venues 59”! MN & WI as 99-629? 
Cente wwe er ee ee ene masibprrvereast « Cc , 





Giuffline Setheck: f seers to me that there 1s amboguity about the location of 
the bifiiine in rivertoens. Based cn wheal visusily seems tc be the case. every 
suche located in the Scenic Riverway in the communities of Prescott, Afton, 
Hudson and Stiliweter bes below the bi.sfine, i.e. between the bi.Mlline and the 
fiver it seerrs that the biMine setbeck wes not applied m the 











a 
language should be changed to exctude its appication in rivertowns. 


i that the application of the 50% rule as a means of eliminating structures 
n and ficodpieins is reasonable social policy. Each time the sree is 
flooded there is & cout io the community. 


However, | bebeve Scenic Riverway reguistions. which reciaseMy existing 
propertise in rivertowns es Gimensionally substandard and thereby non- 
conforming stuctures/uses, is urnise socie! policy When Scenic Riverway 
regulations -eciaseify property. which 1s iocated above the floodplain, as nor- 
corforming, the application of the 50% rule is unevoidable. The intent of the 50% 
rule ie the elimination of non-conforming structure/uses. in floodplains tive is 
enlightened policy in rural, neturel, mirunelty dishrded areas the elwnination of 
aamerneional'y structures mayde eppropnate. 
However in developed communities, such as rivertowns, the intent of ine 
emortization policy ree ats in negiect, decreasing values and eventual 
eimination of homes and businseses. in the case of the inn the SO% 
rule will eliminate e business that is e significant contributor to the comity. 
Depending on the seaeons the Steambosi inn employs 40 to 90 employees. ft 
ettrects visitors to Prescott, Theee visitors support other businesses. The 
Stearmbost inn pays sagnificant property, payroll, seles end income tases. 


2 When Scenic Riverwey reguiations designete urber: properties ae non- 
conforming, Gsepite being located above the ficodpleifoodwey, the effect is 
Geleterious to those communities. 
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COME BY GAR OR BOAT TO WHERE THE GREAT RIVERS MEET’ 
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River Setback: | propose the 100-fcot honzonea! setbeck from the normal hgh 
war mart be as & applied jo rvertoens Providing tat |) the sructure 
ts not located «i fhe , and 2) he stope of the development 
Grects 1un-of rio cily stovmn sewers, the 100-4oot osibeck for existing sructures 
@reusd be eirrinated Raihe: | propose that i: nvertown zorung cistricts the river 
catback wil be determined by re community's undartying zorung ordnance. 











Gon" satiely zoning G-neneong reguietons, such ua setbecks in Wisconsin if 
e.beequert zoning changes ere mada. u property thet wes Dusit in conformance 
wae G@mensonsl wil 











needs t Gherertiste between dimensionally sub-etanderd properties and non- 
carformang suctures/uses. 








Rus Rowen 
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LCAWDONT PrefhsGRUCEPenerePcommentshent 400. 11/%0/99.10-01 Abd 


3. Considering the need to protect the values of a national scenic riverway, a 100- 
foot setback from the water's edge is certainly appropriate. 


4. See response to St. Croix County comment 3. 
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tr. Thoreson. 


he Chai: of the Stihwater Hertage Preservation Cornieson (the “HPC~). | offer 
the following cormmnents on behell of the HPC end request fiat theese comments 
ee 


Lat wa begin by seytng thet the HPC is pleaeed to see such 6 detaiied and 
compreneneive Plan. clearly, much hard work and thought went mio the draft 
thet has been circufsted for review and commer’. For our comments to be of 
assistance in reaching & fine! plan, | wil init our points to those of mmmediste 
concem to the HPC 


Broadly epeatung. the Plan peys ip service to protecting the o@tural and huetoric 
Sites of the Lower Si Crom River As you might expect. the HPC appleuds 
tvs appreciation of the fact thet the Lower St Croa is more than merely wid and 
ed ee eee oe 
preserved Unfortunately. there seems to be a bind spol when applying this 
appreciaticn to the SiiiwaterfHouklon Bridge 


For example. the section of the Preferred ARemative thet speeks tc River 






—— 





) Coe the Park Servico’s deere & 


—_— — 





Oko coaten of Oro Plan chutes tho Pech Gardado pains of vow Oat 
there shel bs “no increases in the number of road or reload bridges” (pg. 67) 
‘Tris is etated a8 though non-profleration @ lenjady mandated by the Act. wrach of 


may. in many instances. be a Isudable goal, but not 
@ of Ores and not ot the experee of significant cure undo historical 





Serdar, he section of the Preferred Ahernatve thet eddresess Culture! 
Resources Management peye ip service to protecting the culture! resources of 
re nwar and yet the Siwaterfioufion Bridge is not only ignored. bul to be 
removed at af costs Fe new bridge is bul Thus ginring inconsistency. lke the 
one addressed above undermines both the very good work that went into the 
Prer end the overall credibility of the Park Service 


Let me end. es | began. on 8 positive nots Many competing interests heve 
teginate pois of view as ragards the fisure developmen of the Lower St 





1. As noted on page 18 of the draft plan, the Stillwater-Houlton bridge issue is 
being addressed in a separate environmental impact process. 


2. Comment noted. 





pw 











Croix River. No one position is wholly correct. By and large, the Plan does an 


historic cheracter of the communities.” Surely, preservation of the 
StiiweterHoufion Bridge is consistent with your position in this regard. 
Thank you. 

Howard Lisbermer,, 


Chair, Stibwater Horitage Preservation Commission 
(661) 430-0136 
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The Upper Mengespp: Waterwey Aseoctanoa offers the following comment: on ths “Dra? 
Managemen Plan. Emarenmental hnpact Snemen, Lower Sa Creu Nenenal 
Seow Riverway. Adinnesot and Wisconsin” 


Ow consaunts are confined we the Preferred Alornatrve 


Tree-fest Nevapetion Chana! Mabwoenemer 72). The narretive siutes thet provaiiing 
thaltes wanw levels x the Arcota Sandbar pty larest tho maporty of materbost use to that 
partion of the rrver ocuth of the sgndbe: Above the sandher, uae 0 oux of camces and 
sackerbouss, with predewmeantiy cance use north of Coda: Bend Thess condnen wer'd ireh 
Gusge ¢ wenn isvels change of the sendiar 

The Phan further mates that te enauce cppertuacues for a drveruty of recrenbonal 
experwaces continue to be provided on the Loww S Crom, « s mcpovtant that the Comps of 
Bagmeers dom not recure: Chosen! mamtensece acrth of the Avecle Sendivas Theac. under tee 
pesterved sherastive, the managing sganmes world rocemmand thar Congress éusuthorum fhe 3- 
fost aavigatien chammel betwusn the NS? dam at S& Crom Falle/Tayior Falls and the Arcom 





ate wena does wo! dorecthy mapect commercasl aevageno, the wordseg casts the 


agencies 28 2 champrn of é:verse recreanons! experwace, when, m fact, they propese to restrict & 
Uf the anes of tes soneaure 1s ww makes 5 pornos of the ver svedsble only to canes, so be a, but 


mestendng bagacge dhould net be weed ic pees 8 restriction: off as a deverse expe-wnice 





Nine-foet Nevigation Chunac! Maasenance (Page 72) 

Channel width. Thes parton of the Plan states that & 1997, the Comps of Engmesns 
sadecotsd thet of tee three temo pouns on the & Crotx (Hudson. Catfish Ber and 
Keauckumesc Narrows), anly the latter s expected to requwe dredging over the nent 40 ynors: 
Green thes. ander the pr-ferred sinemnatrve, memageng aygwactes would ooatmued 
aaeienence of the nrvigehen channel, iat would recommend dsl the reduce tht aymestared 
chenna) edt, from 200 fest wo 100 feet at the Kenmicksemc Nerrows 

fa Gecressoan, the Corps meacoted that dey do act suicsuatonlly meatam chaesl width 
Qo the anteormes 200-fu: hawt a orees whave uso-petterns usdacete A nArrowe! “hemmed 11 
Sppropriat: and vaoqaate Sm Seep eaeentng CocecuyyGanan ammmiyentie 
0 200-foct chanzel at the Kaweeckaunc Nestow: 


Bah 67 | ach cond Daas Nas tgetiet wearer - lewvel . n/ unemparienen fe agrtrefeare sed iadiart - lighie, desaeur and wertd rede rene 


were @ith tae | ppor \ibde val. pre Mites vtehdr © are leva ier ceemtipsl prh ate. eemenerete sorvertioned ethdiife, sed squeth uterus an om roe 
@& wed ail-renee tag crane. reumrce fer ts ratty wate, 





1. See the response to Si. Croix Waterways Asscciation comment 2. 
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‘At the pocsers tame anc: gyven he curves aflic levels cu the Sx Crum, the chanel at the 
Vesackueme Mesos appesre obeqaeen However, coutd Go renmagmy agencies sensder 
henge tedere! ingzrintum on permnatly denmase he hagas: wth @ a wes Gey ould fon 
tare dinteg wah corres res dpanded eubeciras cad ches «Any sooreiee octem by wamagpng 
ogunaes weeld aageoneby wnpext tks oem ewe axd (bor etree of bua aod 
rhe éepeogem ameess Ano. f Congmees reves tes wees, crcumetanre: uniseeenbi ct des 
eee 

monn 





curvatly exthorasd to tecilinste te continzed ext eperetem of cocmmercial town, excurmen 


tanding voeerts ortpazaed te sibre aend provexcees progmem vials cacerwas sod mcresnces 
eral ow free is coms cad go wah smpunty Mf the ved mayertiy of verses vanetng te 
Muneerapp, Res ory aot eulyect to azbca eames! mapecuce upes entering the & Crom. then, 
uheas there « probeiele cause, perhaps ac vores! shai be aubyect we wapecnoe 








Renpacttedby, 


biker 





2. See the response to Lake St. Croix Beach comment 13. 


3. It is illegal to bring a craft infested with zebra mussels int the St. Croix River, 


all vessels are subject to inspection on entering the St. Croix from the 


Mississippi River. It is important that all government vessels be inspected to 


ensure compliance. 
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L-80 1. Development of a regional, interstate transportation and land use strategy is 
beyond the scope of this plan. The managing agencies are exploring such a 
strategy, however, in discussions with state transportation agencies and others. 


WildLaw 








A Non-profit Environmental Law Firm 
Nerth Weods Office 
12005 61° Ave. N., 6 201612/551-9979 
Phymnouth, MN $$441612-551-9979 (fax) 
e-mail: wildlawN W @sol comwww.wildiew ory 
“November 29,1599 
Mr. Randy Thoreson 
Lower 9 Crob. Planning Coordinata: 
17 beam Strest South 
Stilbeuter, MIN $5082 
Gad: _ihonson gens gov 
Re: Lower St. Croix GMP/EIS 
Dea: Mr Thoreson. 


As a mamber of SWAN, 2 non-profit envircamente! group, | am filing the following 
comments concerning the Lower Si. Crom GMP. The preferred aflernative does nc go far 
enough to protect the aesthetic and physical properties of the river. 


The preferred aiernative is goud at generalities and s nice start but Rt dosen't gc 
far enough to protect a designated Wid and Scenic River. The problem with the EIS is 
there are no site-specific beseline date for any of the resource areas euch as 
sedimentston o” The esecesment of of the 


ile Giecussion of the cumulative impacts. Wile the National Park Service 
acknowledges the changes occurring in housing and recreation peftems in theory, the 
EIS tals to docurnent ins apecific manner how the governmental entities wil 

incorporate theese incresees in future meeswse end menagement activites. 

A relatively minor impect allowed by the may be significant when seen as pert of a ° 
big picture.” There is e resi need for developing 2 reginnel, interstete tranaportetion 

and tend-vee strategy tc protect the riverway from the environmental harm ceused by 
epreed. Also, nothing in the EIS indicates the NPS recognizes thet protection of the riverway 
must bo e watershed-eide effor: — tributaries must alec be protected from paiution and 













The CEQ Regulations define “Cumulative impact” os. 
“the impect on the environment which results from the incremental wnpaci of the 


pun 





7] 





ecuce wasn added 1 other past. preseat, anc reasonably foresecabic future 
actions regesdices of what agency (Federal cr non Federal) or person undertakes 
such other acocz4. Cumulative impects cay result from ind: viduadiy minor but 
cellectively significant actions whking place over a period of ume.” 


GO CFR §§ 1508.7 (Emphasis added.) 
The CEQ Regulations also suse: 


“Effects clude: .. . (b) lndivect effects, which are caused by the action and are 

laser wn tamee or farther removed in dostem;e. but are mull reascanbty foreseesbie 

tadareci effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects released to 

induced changes in the patwrn of land use, population density or growth rate, and 

releted effects ca ant end water and other asturai symems. including ecosymems * 
CFR $§ 1508.8. 


The low and the public require the NPS management to identify what actons will be 
mauthorwzed and waken end, consequently, the results or tmpects from those actions 








Abernative O. which empheeces resource prowechon, provides more 
Cpportunities for quist recreation, and seeks to como! growth siong the rverway, is the 
best of the prapoesd afernetves, but none of the eitemnatives includes “lent” use 






° 
Missiesipp: River for rebre musse!2 should be specifically inchuded in the E'S wit 
quentiteds terpets: 











The NPS has act performed site-specific surveys for or obtained curren! population or 
inventory data on all the Threatened. Endangered, ov Sensitive species which may inhabni these 
areas. Nor are there adequate site-specific surveys and invento’y dete on the stetus and health of 
the aquatic species and brologycal commurunes in the streams 1n the project areas. 


Without site-specific surveys and data, direct, indireci, and/or cumulative impacts the 
NPS cannot eseure the public thet mitiganon measures will amebornse the significant impacts 
allowed under the preferred alternative Mingation measures must be identified and prescnbed 
for the actions allowed under the preferred almsnative. The NPS nceds to provide another 
alternative that idemtifies and anely tes the cumulative unpects and allows greaser areas dediceeed 
to quiet sports. Thank you for your coasiderstion of the issues contained hereir. 


Sincerely, 
Leigh Hayne 


2. Comment noted. 
3. Comment noted. 


4. See the response to Upper Mississippi Waterway Association comment 3. 





40)- 





= os 





Llp 








pitas renting Greagp ter Orel Plan, | decoded to rend through the cfd buna: ple Lc ase how we hawe 
‘aan the ehyacires ond geals oat bets com 2D penry oge Pome mie lied Be werd “ew bb oder 
cetatn Ox uapestose, ast forth, & tee tes compare ef omy Ths Port dermice beth ihe 
hens & Pecene Co om eacemphah thee: gous eben bt tube fs benders bemern 
oS evaryans whe vane the ry Ls CHEE to 2: sgpeatnel on rencung thn poate of fet pier 


‘The of6 Aéuter Pt far Ge Lowe & Cres Rewer | rend wes 1976 The frm thing! 

tut ree w lsliews “The parpes of he maciar pine 
to we enlasese te set ose af the ores egparat On evpertant ubyocton of 
preseremsan of the euturd cuhsas of the awa Tine, thee everel! goal of the plan 2 “Vc presore the anatg 
ecenk end recretian rencurces of te Lowe B Crew Ree inrugh cestreiics dovetepmen” The 
sarpang of the Dard 12° to heap free here, damage. canger, evil to grote.t wel rene. 10 koap 
cary ea, . 


Bow woll have we premarved ey seman remmarces’ | behwor hue dames s leaty grad pub of 
camnratted Grvabayrna nl oe her ioe some of eu Othe Mem res tra 
nated semore car tach ws terorwaily gh wale brung the navere meethe Ovens asf irees dan) goo 
wie Gaoy we ents enter they ‘he be 100 fies | bre ancteed 0 hail « dose ees gp down the wow a 
chanting © on rap of thes we ey ond mores op came the eheeds co tort tthe » havbeng 
range OW trees Wrake @ half wah tes tap anil hegre © be Wee chery mds of «in Cae 6 yeood piece to 
camp! bday of the cienes we seed m Oe 19700 ore gane Ware they acl part of cw acer reset es! 


Nena, | wredd tie i etdrens how well we mse @s recrecensi resources Part of the reesur 
tes Lowe B® Creu Jvew wap doageeies wild & ecerec wer fer thes Geare: reureiticnal apparumaes 
wach we Soryp muster beta, anal we ie, fahing, cute ching . os Beth of these 
exghethwes cand! be perfermed an Gfiares cagmaré: of the ew with lute overtap atc tha ofhar 
seypmets of eter Shuowty wo hues bean squeeumy ol! of tease acts whe amelier awl radi 
pevtrans ef ths ree One of fe origens! 51 endian of rrew tut wes ercesnttte fer rasta boats w now only 
bet 3) cphes best andy hewe we bent 1) anlar of eatcrwey far the bowen we hee eeu lod weneromn 
rts 8 hath we neg Crunpagy the boars ew compart wi. )! males causes Congestion and 
comet To aches matters werve, many of the bect “hass0ts on the romaine }) relics 
of me comma of @sf biew down wtuch farces sary peaple uve thy man chenns| We sed 'o 
be aie te gst ew the main chapne! wolf. tad new over the cerceuts carer dt yal hrvug the bah 
<ywacsta Tres dine furore cm utenert cf 03 tases anh @ boaat we (ew werels CoBspet ing far thn emee 
epet of ute The consents would rather be © scart channel han © snengst fe bowen tas theer 
dremmots ore xe hanger ercensibic 


Rew am we ayey ae scam reswwces wha we ae wuthie & get to trem’? Bt sewas to me w we Wy io 
rapabee 9 greta a sue arse & farces even mare erimity whe cretieey The problems #2 rut bowr; 
resetred, thay’re pot bomg mcves bow sere te there Les the new Dre/l ‘ caperuve Managwnant Plas 
edéren: Gir? bet tn | vould fuxi After rwoding the 1976 héamter Pian, | jee! or goals ad cbyect ines 
we Gilt Re came @ they Sev Ban Jame of ter goats heww berm acfeoved others hewe net cows boar 





03 





at 








4h 

















704 




















tly 























4. sneneet f The definition of “Slope Preservation Zone® should be 
Y 
on tc 


ic saps available ic with a scale of i* = 















"3 Preservation tones", delete 
blufflines.* There should not be « setback requirepent froa 


_ 





Rn 3 p ws & a a rea Aree, & © & 
o* 4 ald shov arahicalily ail blut?L 
> an coy. > ‘istrict. Loe re § . a. Yel 
Lower 8t. Croix Manegement Commission necessary . 
& Substandard structures should be #1 lowed to be expanded 


they can be sade visually inconspicuous by plantings. 





















7. Bega 284. Structure height in the rural residential district 
‘ 4 } \ S. » & ee , Pe , GRAN: A SP Gs Sav 
IURnGE @4 aitiona: Sats; Lic 


11 bailt since the current lotions ware enacted. 3° . 
disturbed districts for the same reason. The “uppermost point of 
































. Comment noted. 


2. Congress directed that the National Park Service and the two states coopera- 
tively manage the riverway and the Lower St. Croix Management Commission 
was created to provide a vehicle for that cooperative management. 
Responsibility for management decisions is limited to those three agencies. The 
Minnesota- Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission was invited to serve on the 
_ wer St. Croix Management Commission as a nonvoting member to provide 
public perspective. The plan proposes an additional nonvoting member repre- 
senting the Lower St. Croix Partnership Team to provide another public per- 
spective. 

3. The general policy statement is derived from a similar statement in appendix A 
of the 1976 Master Pian. The pian proposes a general policy statement appear 
in state rules. 


4. See the response to St. Croix Waterways Association, comment 8. 












5. The managing agencies provide technical assistance to local governments on a 
regular basis. However, it would not be appropriate to spend public funds to 
survey all lands within the riverway for the purpose of providing site plan 
details for private land developers. 

6. Steep slopes deserve protection regardless of their location. 

7. See the response to comment 6 above. 

8. See the response to comment 5 above. 

9. See the response to St. Croix County comment 3. 


10. The plan has been changed to provide for a 35-foot structure height limit in the 
past pears y tow 


11. Comment noted. 
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Larry & Liz Wolf 





294 165° Ave Semerent, Wi 54625 Prans (715) 548-064 


November 4, 1999 


Randy Thorcson 

Lower St. Crou Natioea! Scenic Riverway 
117 Main Si. So. 

Sullwater, MN 55062 


Subject: Commeats on Lower St. Croix Cooperative Managemen Pian/Draii EIS 





State Zone and if there is any priority in managing these areas by any one agency. !f 20, 


Page 5: I would like an explanation of thc designation between the Federal Zone and 
the responsibilities for each agency m each of the two zones? 





Page 10: Under the section dcscribing the Purposes of the Lower St. Croix Nations! Sce 
Riverway, the various purpoves should be matched with the various designated land managen 
areas and the water managemcat arcas. Ail the purposes do not fit all of the various managen 
areas along and on the river. 


Page 16: Under the section dealing with the Need for Concessions Maaagement, this 
appears to be im conflict with the addiion of more public landings (accesses) for boaters. 








Page 62: (Map) The i.and Use and Water Use dosigrations should be coordinaied 
each other to some degree. The land use on both sides of the river should bc comsistest 
possible. The southern boundary for the Minimally Disturbed section in Wisconsin from 
On5cecta to the Twin Springs subdivisior should not extend a.ry further south thea the St 
Islands Wildlife area and certambly no further south then the old railroad stone piers helow 
railroad high bridge. From that point south to North Hudson shouid ali be designated rural 
residertiai. At the old stone piers there are four dwellings in the immodiste arca visibie 
water. Immediately south is thc Burch dwelling on the edge of the dluff. South of the Birch | 
dwelling is pari of the Boy Scout property with considerable weckcnd and summer activity 
the bhuff and water. South of that parce! are two dwellings belonging to McDonalds. 
McDonalds is the remainder of the Boy Scout property with sumerous dwellings and 

and summer activity. South of the Scout Camp property arc numerous dwellings heading 
the Twin Springs subdivision. There are more dwellings visible on the Wisconsin side of 
section of the river than on the Minnesota side yet Wisconsin has 2 manimalty disturbed 
designainn while Minnesota has a rural residential designation. They should buth be the 
this area, rural residential. What criteria was used to determine the dexignation of the 
land management areas. 





Page 70: It is also difficuk w scoept « Minimally Disturbed Land Designation and 
accompanying regulations along a section of the rivcr that is designated Moderate Recreation 
with loud noisy powerboats, water skiers, PWC, a continuous line of whitc houseboats for mi 





i. In creating the riverway, Congress specified that the northern 27 miles of the 
river segment be administcred by the National Park Service and the southern 
25 miles be administered by the states. See page 292 of the draft plan. 


2. The boundary has been shifted from the north end of the Twin Springs 
Subdivision to the Arcola High Bridge. 
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with the water usc. The land owner is a user of the rivcr also and should be able to enjoy the 
scenic beauty of the river from a shoreline vantage point as weil es the boaters. Regulating land 
use uades the Minimally Disturbed criteria here is excessive when considering thc watcr uss: and 
the lack of requizemenis of boaters. Ihe Rural Residential criteria would be much more 
compatible fr the river use in the area. 


Page 118: —_I believe that it is imperative that the membership of the Partnership Team be 
based on the ower St. Croix Planning Task Force with roprescntatives from the all ciake holder 


groups. 

Page 119: Under the Land Use Management section, the third paragraph states thet “no 
riverway managing agency would have veto authority over the local government's decision.” 
This paragraph is csecntial to allowing local government control and the fend owners to exercise 
the remaining rights they do have. 


Page 131: (Chart) W-6 should read “South of Osceola to the old stone railroad piers” 
W-7 should read “Old stone railroad piers to | loulton 


Under Structure Color, local stone and maybe brick should be imchuded. 

Under River Setback, ordinary high water mark below the Arcola sandbar should 
be defined as 675 feet elevation. 

Under Structure Height, 35 feet should be allowed for ail land management areas 
outside of the Rivertown Districts. A reasonable two story house with adequate 
roof slope would casily reach 35 foct. With the 200 foot setback requirement a 

property owner may have to build a walk out bascment and that would nocd to be 
included in the calculation for overall height. No maicr what land manuyement 

area the house is in t should be allowed typical construction which exceeds 3) 

feet. The proposed vegetation screening regulations should compensate for eny 

height veriation up to 35 feet. 


Page 284: 


Under Active Social Recreation the speed limit shuuki be stated as 50 mpi 
maximum ~ . a window of 40-50 mph. 

Under Mocerate Recreation the speed lami should be stunted as a maximum of 30 
mph due to the island and narrow channels in which the water crafi operate. 
Theve are large watercrafi plying thesc watcrs thet are in exoess of 30 feet and 
capable of doing 50 mph. These craft throw a very large and dangerous wake for 
other small craft in a confined area. 


Under Speed Limit, Active Social Recreation should be 50 mph aad Moderate 
Recreation should be 30 mph 

Unde: “hore Activity Zone, the slow no wake zone should be within 200 foct of 
all shore line, swimmers and anchored boets (fishermen). 


Page 289: 


Page 290: 








Under Boat Ramps, the A S King plant ramp should not be developed as it adds 
more congestion on an already over utilized river at peak poriode. If these ramps 
are developed they should be regulated as to how many boats can leunch from 
each sitc during certain daye of the week (weekends). 

Under Density Policy, this calculation shouid only apply below Still waicr in the 
lake area as the narrow channels above Stilhwater do not support the same density. 


Page 291 











3. The proposed public water access is intended to provide free access to anglers, 
who generally use the river during off-peak periods. While the access would be 
used during busy times and would add watercraft to an already crowded 
resource, it would be unfair to suggest the general public is responsible for 
fee-based access points are not. 


a. 
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Apperdiz B has not addronsed shoreuad wer. by boaters with thes white boats (va. earth tor 
colors for hoesss), the aoise from thess beached boats (amplifiers with joud 


feusic, geaerators, horas, chainsaws), toilcts or waste facilities and dump sta 
pst control end designated camping arces to control crosion of ths: island 


Thank you for your review of these comments and | look forward w your acting on these is 
for this 
Draft EIS plan. 


okey Hy 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
seid I /19 |re99 1. The plan does not propose creating the no-wake zone recommended in this 
617 Lake St 
Prescott, Wi 54021 
715-282-3688 


Camments Re: Draft Lower St Croix Cooperetive Me:agement Pian 


As the representative of the City of Prescott, the City and | anticipated a 
more prudert and sensible process. The history of problems should have set 
the agenda for change. 

At least in Wisconsin, NR118 and accompanying enforcement hes 
resulted in e severely tarnished image for a once proud and respected 
Oepartmers: of Netural Resources. Some of the probleme can be traced to the 
errogance of local ONR representatives and tive legal becking they receive. Part 
can be traced to fhe unressonabie itigious inclinations of the DNR. Part to 
eimple attitudes. 

What did we expect? 

1) Prescott (and we expect other cities such as Stiliweter, Hudson - 
perhape others) which heve exdsted for more than a century fee! thet 
within the boundaries of our community, on lands that heve been 
occupies for gevsrations, where we have en urben community with 
eteSigent elected officials and weil trained end peid administrators: we 

are better equipped to handle our own issues without interference 
from outside governmertsi agencies. Pertioutertly when they have a 
veto power and there is a threat of apensive Migation. DNR 
recommendations would be ecosptable, bul no vets. 

2) The ONR relations wih communities is in @ tallepin and virtually all 
credibility end respect has been lost. Thelr attommeys with lots of tims 
and money are a legal threat to cash strapped communities that heve 
(© pey city attorneys by the hour-ceausing yrea! constemation to the 
Gitizervy. A pro-active program to reverse this trend should be 
urmediately implemented - with public awerenees. 

3) The 50% nue should never have existed end should be expunged 
wrnediately. & makes no sense ine free country, a capitsiistic 
society, where @ home is the American Dream. & is unpatriotic, and 
inflammatory beyond need or reason. It is difficult, time consuming 
and another ligious issue thet simply antagonizes homeowners and 












nits of Preecott, Shore management within our community is difficult 
as boats heve become ships, jet boats and “cigar” boats show off and 
wakes become tidal weves. The Prescott Public Beach populer with 
young children is pounded by wakes thet throw smail children fiat on 
the shore. Shoreland, property, spawning beds, waterfowl nevis are 
ai destroyed. Reeponeibte boaters usually do not go fest - or speed. 
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Boats anchored on Lake St. Croix are rocked, destroying the solitude, 
aiamtemetnamone ns - oa 
—— city limits of Presoctt before 


Su huss 
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Randy Thoreson 

Lower Riverway Planning Coordinator 
117 Main S:. So. 
Stillwater, MN $5082 


Dear Mr. Thoresoa: 


Please include the following comments as pert of the record on the draft Cooperative 
Management Pian/Environmental Impact Statcment for the Lower St. Croix National Sccnic 
Riverway. 


1. On page V of the Summary it is stated that under the preferred altcrnative, 
protection of scenic resources, etc. would be improved compared to the 
no action alternative. | would like to know what the factual basis is for 
this statement. After reviewing the plan and Appeadix A, thc land use 
restrictions arc less siringeat than under today's rules and regulations. 
How are scenic resources, soil and vegetation, etc. protected more under 
this plan with fewer and less stringent land use regulations? This is the 
most important question that needs to be answered and property 
addrcssed. 


2. The planning process (caucus/pegotiation) and the use of the Planning 
‘Task Force was severely flawed. | tricd to be a part of this process but 
it became 20 lengthy (50 + meetings) that only those individuals with a 
personal interest (propcriy owners and business owners) could stay with 
the process. The Task Force as a rcsuli was dominated by angry land- 
owners and busincss owners and the fact the river is public waters and 
af asset to a much larger asea than only those who live or have a 
business on the river got lost in the process and that shows up in the 
plan ['urther, natural resource professionals and planners were more 
or less left out of the process. As a result, the studies and long term 
planning thet needed to be done was negated and substituted with 
meetings trying to get various special interests to agree on something. 
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Randy Thoreson 
November 24, 1999 


Page 2 


3. 


‘The proposed management structure leaves aij decisions ca implementation 
and enforcezacat of the St. Croix River Regulations to thc local governmcats 
(eather city or county). Presently, the Deparument of Natura) Resources must 
certify local actions such as variances, conditional use permits, etc.. At first 
blush, this sounds great. However, after thinking about that, there could be 
some real problems overtime. 1t would be possible for some city of county 
_aders to dctormine they don't like the river regulations and grant one 
variance after another or do wothing in regard to tree cutting violations or 
other standards that must be implemented. That could cause some long term 
dumage to the character of the river as well as conflicts between communitics. 
The St. Croix River is a regional resource that would be difficult to raanage 
with 80 many individual communitics aad counties making independent 
decisions. If nothing else, whether you agree with river regulations or not, 
uniformity in implementing and enforcing i: ~»les along the river is of 
extreme importance. Without a certification process >" some similar process, 
implementation aad enforcement of the St. Croix River ruc. ~ould be 
inconsistem between communities and the two stalcs. It would be # uizier 
long term mistake for the Departrnent of Natural Resources to back out of 
this process. By the time the Department of Natural Resources would 
initiate a lewsnit against a community, the damage would be done. 








The proposed plan does not specify « minimum lot size for development 
along the river. Instead, it is assumed local zoning, lot width and setbacks 
will control deasity. | put on a developer’s hat and with only the lot widih 
and setback standards, | figured a building site could be approximately onc 
acre in size. Today's standard is 2% acres. | don’t feel that it was the intent 
of the plan to allow increased density. Thus, the lack of a minimum lot size 
in all districts could increase development in the St. Croix District over what 
is allowed today as well es having inconsistent stendards among similar 
communities. In addition, local zoning can change over time. 








In small towns, therc is no standard for color of structure in the proposed 
plan. Homes along the river in small towns such as St. Mary's Point and 
[akc $t. Croix Beach are the must visible along the river. It seems 
carthtone colors would be appropriate in small towns. In historic towns 
such as Stillwater, it is not as important. 





1. The plan has been revised to propose a minimum lot size of one acre of net 
project area, but in no case less than 2.5 acres. 
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Randy Thoseson 
November 24, 1999 


Page 3 


There are no restrictions on vegetstive cutting in areas where there is n0 
biufflinc. In othcr words, if the property is level or below the bluff there 
are no restrictions proposed for tree cutting. Structures in these areus are 
close to the river and very visible in some cases. Allowing tree removal 
intem of the riverway plan. Current do contain standards in 
regard to troc cutting both bctwoen the river and along the bluffline. 


Proposed language allows substandard structures to be expanded if 
visually inconspicuous. This is a very difficult standard to judge. In 
addition, it never fails many more tees are cut or damaged during the 
construction process and what you originally thought was going to be 
visually inconspicuous is now very visible. Additional sualards such a 
prohibiting the height of the structure from being increased, minimum 


setbucks from bluff and river, and the extent of expansion would go furthcr 


towards the goal of maintaining the scenic qualities of the rivcr as well as 
providing a consistem standard for impicmcatation. 


The plan does not address open space design’cluster subdivision. With 
proper perfurmunce standards, open space design subdivisions should be 
encouraged in the river district. 


| support the speed limit restrictions recommenxied by the Minnesota/ 
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission. 


Thank you for considering these comments. | look forward to your response. 





14829 56* St. No. 
Stillwater, MN 55082 
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GLAgencs W. NeLsen ° 343 GASK. CT + © © CGE BBi *¢ TATLGHS FALLS, tn BECS4 + 681-465-5566 


To: Lower Riverway Plansing Coordinator 
117 Main Street S 


SeiDwater, MN 55082 
From: Clarence Nelson, PO Box 231, Taylors Falls, MIN 55084 


Ref: Comments on Lower St. Croix River Draft Cooperative Management Plan/Eavironmental Lmpact 
Statenrni. 


Beforc | get to the main point of this letter, may | commend the gencral thrust of the Draft Management 
Plan and urge approval and implementation of its preferred alternative. Above all, continue to administer 
the Scenic Riverway in conformance with the fundamental purposes defined in the original law, and in 
particular, “... lo preserve and protect (and restore and enhance where appropriate)... its natural and scenic 
resources.” These original purposes are as sound today as the day they were first written, and—given the 
explosive urban sprawl chat has taken place and the comumercial pre.sures for development that continur to 
haild—are princpies needed even more today than they were at the outset to serve the broadest public 
interest in the nert century. 








Now to my main point---a point of criticiam. There exisia a major flaw in the apparatus for scenic 
protection of the St. Croix and the Riverway tuat is crying for attextion. The problem does not sppear to 
have been aciaressed—or even reccgnized!--- the dialog within or about the Draft Plan. Since the Plan 
prociaims as iis basic purpose“... to provide a general direction for managing the area for the next 15 to 20 
years...” , wavething needs to be incorpurated into the working agenda of the Plan or set in motion on a 
separate track to. «rect the probiem. !'r: telling about che shortsightedness in drawing the initial 
boundary lines fcr the Riverway Distric: which ba nnasvy areas fail to encompass the natural viewshed of 
the valley or include w \at can be plainly sean 36 svi integral part of the landecape by viewers on the river or 
within the Riverway. 








A case in point is the yellow billboard inetalled in the fall of 1996 a few hundred yards ast of the 
interstate bridge along the north side of Hwy 8 in Wisccursin. If the property on which the billboard was 
installed were bocated within the defined Riverway, it would be clearly unlawful under Wisconsin law 
relating to signage in (he Riverway. But it is nut. So it appeers iminune from lawful action 10 force its 
removal The billboard can be plainly seen from mid-river between the two inierstate parks. |( can be seen 
fram scenic outionks in the interstate parks. it can be seen from several valley locations within the Riverway 
‘The current Riverway definition and the ru'es which allow intrusive development on lands integral to the 


1. Local governments are encouraged to protect the viewshed outside the formal 
riverway boundary by voluntarily extending their riverway controls to all lands 
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valley viewscape. lands thet ure inescapably visible to anyone seeking to enjoy the scenic Riverway, nuke « 
travesty of the provisions of the law designed to “preserve and protect. . natural aad sceak resources.” 

What ts needed ultimately is a viewshed concept—whatever can be seen fron wethin the valley 
btull-top to bhifl-top should tall within the purview of restrictions on scenic mtrumon Whatever woud 
pectrude above the biafi tap, however far back, that is other than “visually inconspicuous” to abservers in 
the valley should be subject to the resource-pr-wecting resi:ictions. The boundarics of the Riverway (capital 
“K°) should be reirawa to correspond to the true geography of the river valley. The additional land curridor 
in need of full scentc protection is unby a liny slive: of space relative tv the (otal amount of occupied and 
developable lead w ‘this the metropolitan orbit, bu: protecting this “cutstendingly remarkable” scenic 
resourre would be a rus 1 public tyvesrment of enormous value to residents of and visitors to the greater 
metropobtan ares and the valley. kxpanding the Riverway to a viewshed concept inay be an ambitious step, 
but so was the initial designation in 1972. Taking that expanded step is hully consistent with the original 
legislative concrpi to preserve and protect the scenic resources, and is « needed step to correct the overly 
tenid implemeatation “architecture” that has allowed the type of incursion | have described. | don't know 
what would be invoived to reach that spen of protection or how bong it would take, bu: ii should certainly 
be part of any wurking agenda designed 10 guide the Riverway's develupment ‘for the meat 15 or 20 years.” 

Until che Riverway boundastes are redrawn, minime! wording changes, changes that extend 
protections presently in force on lands within the Riverway boundaries, could hebp fill the gap. One step in 
extending coverage would be to define the subject aret to inchude all land areas that can be seen from the 
river. Better coverage would extend the subyect area to include al! lands that can be seen trom within the 
Riverway as currently defined, in addition to those lands actually within the Riverway. The interstate parks 
also should be officially within the Riverway. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Management Pian. 


Barns Enilar) 


Clarence Nelson 
Novernber 28, 1999 
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Comments on the |. Appendixes A and B will provide guidance for development of state land and 
Orat water surface use regulations. 


The purposes, sigicance, exceptional resources and values. and vision statement 


in the Grection of alemative D - more protection, not less, of the resource and the 
opportunity to experience 2 as something apecial. 


! For many shoreowners afd bosters on the riverway, the guts of the preferred 
akernative are 1 ne zoning and waters surface use provisions, and Mwy are 1: fect the 
key eterne:ts of resource protection in the plan. Thervtore. the precedent set by the 
1976 plan of iteting the zoning and water surface use standards as apoendices. 
should not be followed. When the final pian is published, what is now in Appendiaes A 
and 8 should be brougit forward ito the main body of the plan. Refersnoss to therm 
as “suggested and ‘guidelines should be stricken. They should be called “standards 
to be incorporsted into the zuning and water surtece use rules Tai the state agencies 
take to hearing after the fine! plan is adopted’. These changes are necessary ©: order 
to minimize the wiggfe room that the present ianguage and appendix status gives the 
managing agencies to go off i: other directions when implementing the pian. 


Specific to the zoning standards, those who know whal the rules have been for over 
twenty years, reekze that the propoeed standards are a net retmattion of what hes 
gone before They are nai 88 apponents of the pian have misieadingly stated in thew 
erature - .umetting new and more onerous. Except for the increase in biufl setback 
21d lowering of Duliding height in the minimaly disturbed districts. the standards are 
eather the sare or more fiexibie than now. Most notably, for cwners of existing homes 
throughout the riverway district. substanderd structures may now be improved and 
even replaced at their present location. under the new plan. 


As to the waters surtace use standards » Append B, chenges are needed. 


Firat, the eight to ten mites per hour speed in the quiet waters zone should be changed 
to eight. The range wes put mto the pian so that the agencies could delay facing ihe 
lesue untli rule-making time There is ample reason now to go with the single ower 
number, 














Sty 


«4 have run a series of tesis on the river, motoring at various RPMs over 
measured rive: distances. These made it clear to me . st 8 mph more accurately 
refects the speeds that most boaters in the slow speed zone have been traveling for 
the last 20 years than does 10 moh. 

The reason ‘or changing frum the present quaitiatve definition of siow speed, 
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to a rate of speed, is to make lt more eniorceable. There is no intent, in making the 
switch, to increase the speed of travel. 

*Eight miles per hour is going to communicate to boaters that the idea is to go 
slow and enjoy the character of the river that caused it to be made a national wild and 
scenic river. Psychologically, | befeve that eight conveys that intent much better than 
ten. 


*Extensive reaches of the quiet waters zone are lees than 200 feet wide, and 
thus will be slow no-wake zones for the full width of the river. The final EIS should 
present Gata on what parts of the zone are in fact less than or litle more than 200 feet 
vide. | believe that the numbers will show that the narrow stretches are so extensive 
that either the entire quiet waters zone should be made slow no-wake, or that eight 
miles per hour should be adopted for the full width of the main channels in the entire 
zone. T 

°The essence of “quiet waters" is quiet. The slower a motor tums over, the less 
noise it makes; therefore eight is superior to ten. 

eThe whole quiet waters zone is only 21 miles long. At ten mies an hour, one 
Can travel the entire reach in two hours and six minutes. At 8 mph, the travel time is 
two hours and 38 minutes. That 32 minute difference does not warrant adopting the 
higher speed. in fact most boat trips in the quiet waters zone are probably lees than 
three miles long one way, making the higher travel times produced by lower speeds, 


«Our bies toward round numbers notwithstanding, the fact is the eight miles per 
hour is no harder to understand or comply with or enforce, than ten. 


The plan's provision for no motors and electric motors in the backwaters upstream 
from Wiliam O’Brien Park, is essential for providing areas for the “peace and soltude”, 
which is one of the purposes of the pian. 


For the river downstream from the quiet waters zone, the 40 to 50 miles per hour 
proposed falls to carry out the purposes of the pian. Thirty miles per hour should be 
the standard for that entire reach. 


& is fast enough for water skiing. 
The distances are not such that higher speeds are necessasy for geiting from 
one place to another. 
eA purpose of the plan is to “Accommodate a diverse range of recreational 
fhat_do not detract from the expeptions! naturel, cultural. scenic, and 


opportunities 
. Anything faster serves the boat riders’ enjoyment of the 


aesthetic resources” 
machine, of speed for the pleasure of speed (and for many, the accompanying noise), 
but 8 is at the expense of their enjoyment of the resources. 

Noise is a paramount reason for holding down speed. At present, whether 
sitting on the deck at The Dock in Stillwater, or in the yard of a home on top of the bluff 
below the Kinnikinnik, the noise of the boats and the personal watercrafi is at best 
unacceptable, and for many intolerable. Inarguably, it detracts from the experiencing 
of the natural, cultural, scenic, and aesthetic resources of the riverway. 
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Regarding high-water no-wake, 683 is too high. When the water is at that elevation at 
Sdlwater, above Marine it is well up the side of the banks of the main shore and the 
islands, and that is when wakes are the: most erosive. For my shoreline to be 
protected at least to some exter from the non-natural erosion from waves 

by motorboats moving faster than no-wake, the trigger elevation for slow-no-wake 
should be set at 680, which is still a full five feet above normal water ievel. 


The question of whether the DNRs should retain their present veto power over locally- 
Qranted zoning variances and conditional use permits within the riverway district, is a 
Close call. On balance, | think the preferred option for management structure set out on 
pages 118 and 119 has it right. The role of the Lower St. Croix Partnership Team in 
reviewing and advising on variances should in fact bring a greater degree of 
Consistency than the two DNAs have themselves been able to bring about, to the 
appnation of the zoning standards by the many zoning authorities on both sides of the 
river. So long as the DNAs will appeal local decisions that the Partnership Team 
recommends be challenged, the proposed system will work. in fact, not having the 
burden of the veto power may make the DNRs - Minnesota in particular feel more tree 
to focus on resource protection in lis comments on variance and conditional use 
applications. 


Bal and Sharon Ciepp 
19855 Quinnell Ave. N. 
Scandia MN 55073 




















8Zy 





COMMENTS 





RESPONSES 








Draft Lower St Croix Cooperative Management Pian/ Draft EIS Open House 
October 25 and 26, 1999 


The purpose of the open house is to review and solicit comments regarding the Draft 
Plan and Environmental impact Statement (CMP/EIS) for the 


National Park Service and the Minnesota end Wisconsin departments 
resources. Comments regaruing any portion(s) of this document would be helpful 
and will be considered by the planning teem es the CMP/EIS is finelized in the 


upcoming months. 


Comment sheets can be placed in the comment box during the open house or can be 
malied to: Randy Thoreson, Lower St Croix Nations! Scenic Riverway, 117 Main Srreet Sout, 
Suweter, Minnesota 55062 Faxed to: (651) 275-9417 of by email to randy _Moreson@rps.gov 
All comments must be received by November 30,1960. 












































Thank you 


remee & hoa eddroeses of fe comumentors, evelab's 


1. The plan has been revised to encourage landowners to remove buckthorn. 
Management of invasive exotic plant species will also ve addressed in develop- 
ment of state land use regulations. 
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APPENDIX A: LAND USE REGULATION GUIDELINES 


The purpose of this appendix is to provide 
the riverway boundary (as published in the 
Federal Register), between the dam at St. 
Croix Falls / Taylors Falls and the confluence 


Rationale: Local governments adopt zoning 
ordinances based on state rules. Special zoning 
guidelines are needed in the riverway to pro- 
tect the river’s outstanding values as discussed 
in the cooperative management plan. Lot de- 
velopment standards are needed to protect 
steep slopes to minimize erosion, prevent 
water quality degradation, and prevent nega- 
tive visual impacts. River setback standards are 
needed for structures to minimize erosion, 
prevent water quality degradation, and prevent 
negative visual impacts. Minimum lot width 
and lot size standards are needed to ensure that 
development in certain areas does not change 
the character of the setting and to prevent addi- 
tional impacts as seen from the river. Structure 
height standards are needed to help limit visual 
impacts. Limits on types of uses are needed to 
ensure that additional development does not 
change the character of the setting and to help 
prevent additional impacts. Vegetative 
management standards are needed to protect 
scenic charucter, reduce erosion potential, 
plant communities, and enhance diversity. 
Standards for nonconforming or substandard 
structures are needed to minimize visual and 
natural resource impacts. 


Ordinances will have a general policy state- 
ment based on the following: “In order to 
reduce the effects of overcrowding and poorly 
planned shoreland development, to provide 
sufficient space on lots for sanitary facilities, 
to minimize flood damage, to maintain prop- 
erty values, and to preserve and maintain the 
exceptional scenic, natural and cultural charac- 
teristics of the waters and related lands of the 
Lower St. Croix River Valley in a manner 
consistent with the National Wild and Scenic 
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Rivers Act (PL 90-542), the Lower St. Croix 
Act (PL 92-560), the Minnesota Lower St. 
Croix Act (M.S. 103F.351 and the Wisconsin 
Lower St. Croix Act W.S. 30.27), the (local 
government) hereby adopts the following 
provisions to be applicable to the St. Croix 
River District of the (local government) as 
herein designated, and as a section of the (local 
government) zoning code.” 


All codes will include the following 
definitions: 


Bluffline is the top of a slope preservation 
zone. 


Net project area means developable land area 
minus slope preservation zones, floodplains, 
road rights-of-way, required setbacks, and 
wetlands. 


St. Croix River District includes all lands with- 
in the riverway boundary (as published in the 
Federal Register) between the dam at St. Croix 
Falls / Taylors Falls and the confluence of the 
Mississippi River. 

Slope preservation zone means areas with 


slopes greater than 12%, with the horizontal 
interval of measurement not exceeding 50 feet. 


Visually inconspicuous means difficult to see 
or not readily noticeable in summer months as 
viewed from the river. 

All codes will include the following 
standards: 


In slope preservation zones, there will be no 

structures and no grading or filling, and vege- 

tation management will follow standards des- 

cribed elsewhere. Structures will be set back at 
least 40 feet from all blufflines. 


Bluffline setback: On blufflines visible from 
the river (without vegetation), structures will 
meet the following setback requirements: 40 
feet in river town, small town-historic, and 
small town districts; 100 feet in the rural resi- 
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dential district; 200 feet in the conservation 
listri 


Structure color: In all districts, structures des- 
ignated as historic or in designated historic 
districts may use earthtone colors, or may use 
colors appropriate to the period in history for 
which they were designated. Other new or 
expanded structures will conform to the fol- 
lowing standards: Earthtone color will be used 
for all new or expanded structures in all dis- 
tricts except the river town district. In the river 
be determined by local ordinance. 


Minimum lot width: In the rivertown zoning 
district, minimum jot width will be determined 
by the community's underlying zoning ordi- 
nance. In other districts, the following mini- 
mum lot width standards will apply (at build- 
ing line and at side nearest and parallel to the 
river): 100 feet in the small town-historic and 
small town districts, 200 feet in the rural 
residential district, 250 feet in the conservation 
district. 


Minimum lot size: In the river town, small 

mum lot size will be determined by the com- 
munity’s underlying zoning ordinance. In the 
rural residential and conservation districts, all 
lots will be a minimum of 2.5 acres and con- 
tain at least | acre of net project area. Where 
city sewer services are not available, each lot 
will have adequate land area for one principal 
treatment systems. 


River setback: Structures will meet the foi- 
lowing setback requirements from the river’s 
¢ age: 100 feet in the rivertown, small town- 
his oric, and small town districts and 200 feet 
in the rural residential and conservation 
districts. 


Structure height: New or expanded structures 
will meet the following maximum height re- 
quirements: 45 feet in the rivertown district; 35 
feet in the small town-historic, small town, and 
rural residential districts; and 25 feet in the 
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conservation district. Structure height will be 
measured between the lowest exposed surface 
of the structure on the side facing the river and 


the uppermost point of the structure. 


Vegetation management: All districts will 

require a restriction on disturbing vegetation in 
slope preservation zones within 200 feet of the 
rivers edge and within 40 feet of biufflines to 
protect scenic character and reduce the poten- 
tial for erosion. Vegetative management stan- 
dards will not prevent the removal of diseased 


rivertown district, permitted uses will be those 
allowed by the community's underlying zoning 
ordinance. In the small town-histor, ..d small 
town districts, permitted uses include single- 
family structures; other uses permitted by the 
comunity’s underlying zoning ordinance may 
be allowed as conditional uses. In the rural 
culture. In the rivertown and small town- 
historic districts, there will be historic preser- 
vation ordinances and historic-theme architect- 
ural standards for new development. In the 
small town-historic and small town districts, 
new commercial and multifamily uses will not 
be allowed, but commercial and multifamily 
uses will become conditionally permitted uses 
and not be “nonconforming.” Permitted uses in 
include waysides, rest areas and overlooks, 
government resource management, and public 
and quasi-public natural resource educational 
facilities. 
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Appendix A: Land Use Regulations 


TABLE A-1: PROPOSED LAND USE REGULATIONS 


BETWEEN EXISTING STATE RULES AND PROPOSED RULES 


WT RATIONALE FOR CHANGE 





WI Rules 





40’ 


40’ 


40’ 

















100/150’ ** 





100/150°** 








200 





Local zoning in 
effect 1/1/76 


Local zoning is adequate 
to protect lot size in devel- 
oped urban areas, provided 
there is adequate area for 
On-site sewage treatment 





2.5 acres 


I acre of net 
project area**** 


To protect density, 
character, and resource 
values of those these 
areas, a minimum lot size 
is applicable 





Existing standards 
adequately protect 
resources 





Existing standards 
adequately protect 
resources 














35’ 








45’ 





Greater flexibility 
appropriate for developed 
urban areas 
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|_ Topic MN Rules WI Rules Proposal Rationale 
Structure height-small | 35’ 35° 35’ Existing standards 
town, small town adequately protect 
historic, rural resources 
Structure heigt.t - 35° 3S’ 2s’ Increased level of 
conservation ion needed 
Vegetation Vegetative cutting | Vegetative cutting | Vegetative cutting | Interstate standardization 
(all districts) 100 of river in 200 feet of river; | 200 feetofriver- | character; flexibility 
river town, small | within 40 feetof | edge; within 40 valuable for restoration of 
town, small town | bluffline; on steep | feet of bluffline; native species 
historic; 200 feet | slopes; exemption | on steep slopes; 
of river in rural, provided for exemption for res- 
park, natural, min- | woodland tax law, | toration of pre- 
imally disturbed; | forest crop law ferred plant com- 
on steep slopes munities in areas 
where no impact 
on screening of 
structures 
Permitted uses — river | Conservancy, Conservancy, All uses permitted | Increased flexibility 
town agriculture, single- | agriculture, single- | by local zoning appropriate in developed 
parks; other uses parks; other uses 
permitted by local | permitted by local 
zoning would be zoning 
conditionally 
permitted 
Permitted uses — small | Conservancy, Conservancy, agri- | Conservancy, agri- | Some increase in 
town, small town agriculture, single- | culture, single- culture, single- flexibility, especially for 
parks; other uses parks; otheruses | parks; other uses | appropriate in these 
permitted by local | permitted by local | permitted by local | largely developed areas 
zoning would be zoning zoning would be 
permitted permitted. 
Permitted uses — rural, | Conservancy, Conservancy, Conservancy, Existing standards 
— family residential, | family residential, | resources 
parks parks 











*A structure designated as historic or located in a designated historic district may use colors appropriate to the period 
in history for which it was designated. 
**Difference in standard based on whether lot is sewered or unsewered. 
***Where city sewer services are not available, each lot must have adequate land area for one principal dwelling 
structure and two on-site sewage treatment systems. 
***_Net project arca means deveiopable land area minus slope preservation zones, floodplains, roads right-of-way, 
required setbacks and wetiands. 
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APPENDIX B: WATER SURFACE USE GUIDELINES 


Watercraft speed regulations were firs: estab- 
lished on the lower St. Croix River in the mid- 
1960s in the form of limited slow-no-wake 
zones in the Hudson, Kinnickinnic, and Pres- 
cott narrows. Those limits were established by 
order of the Washington County Sheriff. 

As boating activity on the river grew rapidly in 
the 1960s and 1970s, there were increasing 
concerns that the river was becoming unsafe 
need to be imposed. The Scenic River Study of 
the Lower St. Croix, prepared in 1971 as 
directed by Congress (National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, 1968), concluded boating 
use of the river was by then unacceptably 
overcrowded and action was needed to reduce 
boats in close proximity to one another, to 
enhance safety and to reduce the impacts of 
boat wakes. 


Following designation of the Lower St. Croix 
(Lower St. Croix Act, 1972) the interagency 
planning team undertook development of a 
management approach for regulating boating. 
The result was appendix B of the Master Plan 
(1976), which contained a framework for state 
and federal boating regulations. Based on that 
framework, the states and the National Park 
Service in 1977 imposed water surface use 
regulations on the riverway. 


In 1978 the Lower St. Croix Management 


were amended in 1978, 1981, 
1984, 1987, 1991 and 1996. 


The purpose of this appendix is to provide a 
framework for future changes in the regula- 
tions. It is based on the following four water 
management districts: 
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WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS 


Active Social Recreation 


In this district are found large numbers of both 
people and watercraft. The types of boats 
found in this area would vary widely: while 
most would be motorized, nonmotorized 
watercraft may be present. Boat speeds would 
also vary significantly; they would be strictly 
controlled in some limited areas (such as 
narrows areas), but the highest boat speeds 
allowed on the river would be in this district. 


Moderate Recreation 


This district may contain large numbers of 
watercraft at times, but use in this area would 
tend to be more moderate in terms of numbers 
of people and watercraft on the water, and in 
terms of the intensity of activity. A variety of 
may be present. Boats may travel at different 
speeds, but tend toward slower speeds than the 
Active Social Recreation District, although 
faster than the Quiet Waters 2>d Natural 
Waters districts. Boat speed’ aay be very 
strictly controlled in some limited areas (such 
as narrows areas); there would be an overall 
limit on boat speeds. 


Quiet Waters 


This district would provide for low-impact 

large numbers of watercraft could be encoun- 
tered. Management would be directed toward 
recreational uses that leave the surface of ihe 
river largely undisturbed. Both motorized and 
nonmotorized watercraft would be able to use 
these areas. Watercraft speeds would be kept 


low to preserve the river's tranquil quality. 


VG 








Speed Limits 


Speed limits should be imposed on the St. 
Croix as follows, based on management area 
classification in the plan: 

Active Social Recreation: 40 mph 

between sunrise and sunset, and 20 mph 
between sunset and sunrise 


Moderate Recreation: 20 mph 


Quiet Waters: slow speed, but in no case 
greater than 15 mph 


Natural: slow-no-wake 


Shore Activity Zone 


A shore activity zone is needed to reduce boat 
speeds near shore to ensure the safety of 
swimmers and moored and beached boats and 
to prevent erosion. Boat speeds should be 
restricted to slow-no-wake within 100 feet of 
all shore, including islands, within 100 feet of 
swimmers, and within 100 feet of 
nonmotorized craft. 


Slow-No-Wake Zones in Narrows Areas 
Slow-no-wake zones have reduced boat speed 


(to increase safety, reduce resource damage 
and preserve diverse experiences) in narrows 
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areas of parts of the Lower St. Croix since the 
1960s. They exist to increase safety, reduce 
resource damage and preserve diverse 
historically been established in areas that 
exceed density standards. 


High.-\Water No-Wake 


During periocs of high water, the river 
contacts the shore in areas that are highly 
susceptible to erosion. Watercraft traveling at 
speeds above a slow-no-wake speed produce 
wakes that accelerate erosion on these unstable 
shore areas, so speeds need to be restricted 
during these high-water events. All boating 
should be limited to a slow-no-wake speed 
whenever river levels reach or exceed 683 feet 
as measured at the Stillwater gauge. 


Density Policy 


The potential need for speed regulations 
should be studied when density exceeds 15 
acres of water per moving boat, and speed 
regulations need to be imposed when density 
exceeds 10 acres of water per moving boat. 


Craft Type Restrictions 


Amphibious craft should not be permitted to 
drive onto publicly owned shore areas except 
at boat ramps. Personal watercraft is required 
to operate at no-wake speeds near all shore, 
is set by state law and is 150 feet in Minnesota 
and 200 feet in Wisconsin. 


Boat Noise 


Watercraft noise limits are established by state 
law in each state. 


4A? 





ACCESS 


Large numbers of watercraft use the Lower St. 
Croix on summer weekends. Management 
tial safety problems, potential resource damage 
and strong management interest in preserving 
the existing diversity of recreational uses. In 
addition to water surface use controls aimed at 


Residential riparian owners have a right to 
access the water through their property, but the 
exercise of that right is limited to their per- 
sonal needs. Unless limited by other require- 
ments, a dock may extend waterward the 
greater distance of: 1) a boat length, 2) the 
distance to the 4-foot water depth contour (at 
normal low water, which is 675 feet elevation 
from Stillwater south), or 3) the distance to a 
deeper contour if required by the draft of the 
craft using the dock but in no case should the 
dock extend beyond the 100-foot shore activity 
cone. The states should establish standards for 
allowable dock size. 


Mooring buoys must be the minimum size and 
number necessary (in combination with 

berthage) to meet the owner’s personal needs 
and must be placed within the 100-foot shore 


activity zone adjacent to the owner’s property. 
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Appendix B: Water Surface Use Guidelines 


Single riparian parcels in common ownership 
may be allowed a combination of berthage and 
moorage that total one watercraft per buildable 
frontage lot equivalent to what would be 
allowed if the property was developed for 
single-family homes. The total number of 
watercraft must be served by one common 
dock or pier. 


Resource limitations of the site and river 
cannot be exceeded. 


Mississippi River 


The states should work with other agencies to 
improve the recreational appeal of this portion 
of the Mississippi as a way to encourage 
boaters to stay on that river. 


Boat Ramps 


There should be no new or expanded boat 
ramps or car-trailer parking on the Lower St. 
Croix, except for completion of the Minnesota 
public water access planned in the stretch of 
river near the A.S. King Generating Plant. 
State and local units of government are 
strongly encouraged to restrict parking 
adjacent to all launch ramps, public and 
private, on lands under their jurisdiction. 


Marinas 


New marinas should not be allowed on the 
riverway, and existing marinas should not be 
permitted to expand in any way, including dry 
storage. Marina capacity should 1.0t be 
transferred from one marina to another. 


775 








APPENDIX C: LEGISLATION 


. Pudlic Law 92-560 
& 92nd Congress, S, 1928 
October 25, 1972 


an Act 





86 STAT. 2376. 
Te auend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act ly dexignating a segment of the Raint 
Croiz River, Minacevta and Wiscuasia, as 2 componvat of the national wild 
and sccaic riters system. ' 
Be it enacted d the Senate end House of Representatives of the 
Cnited States of Aierica in Congress That this Act nay tower Saint 
be cited as the “Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972”. Creiz River 


Suc. 2. Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers -\cé (82 Stat. Ast of 1972. 
907; ie USC. 127429) is amended by adding at the end thereof the 


YB, . Sawxtr C sixxrsota axp Wiscoxstx.—The 
ment between the dam nea lors Falls and its confluence with 


Mississippi River: Provid 1) That the u twenty-seven miles 

ofthe res sant sll administered by the Sertry of 
r; ower -five 

the Secretary upon is approval of an j such 


his application for 
Gesiguation made be’ the Govertors of the Stet of iinnaete ead 
Wisconsin.” 


Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior shall, within one year following Development 
the date of sneaienmet 04 this Act, take, with regpect to tle Lower Saint plan, 
Croix iver cepmneat, Cum eetien 90'S pros for under section 3(b) 
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: Prorided, That (a) the 

g such motion hal be endertahen jlatty by 
9 


developed, and administered iti 

of the affected States; and (c) such plan shall provide 

for State administration of the lower twenty-five miles of the Lower 

Saint Croix River segment and for continued administration by the 

States of Minnesota and Wisconsin of such State parks and fish hatch- 

erics as now lie within SR Snes GRE SS Ce 

istered by the Secretary of the 

. Suc. 4. Notwithstanding any provision of the Wild and Scenic Riv- land sequisi- 
ers Act which limits acquisition authority within a river segment to be *2e%- 


consin may acquire within the twenty-seven-mile t of the Lower 
Saint Croix River segment to be administered by the Secretary of the 


Sec. 5. Nothing in this Act shall be decined to impair or otherwise Pevigatien 
affect such statutory av:thority as may be vested in the Sceretary of the *!4%- 
Department in which the Coast (inard is operating or the Sceretary 
of the Arny for the maintenance of navigation aids and navigation 
improvenents. ; 

See. & (2) There are authorized to be appropriated such sums ag Appropriation, 
may he necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, but not to 
exceed $7.275.00% for the acquisition end development of lands and 
interests thercin within the boundaries of the -twenty-reven-inile 
ment of the Lower Saint Croix River srgicent to be 2dininistered 
by the Seon tary of the Cuterior. 
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Pub. Law 93-62 | 
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“$19,000,000* 
ry 3, 1975. 
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Approved Januar 





HoRe 14791 (Comm. on Interior 
end Insular Affairs). 


Insuler Affairs) 
Comm. on Interior 


and 
Cenf 


end Me. 93-1645 (Com. on 
passed House, amended, tm lieu of 


passed Senate. 
Bee. 20, Neuse and Semete agreed te conference repert. 


120 (1974): 
and 
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HOUSE REPORTS: Ne. 93-1359 as 


SOUTE REPORT Me. 93-1207 
COmRESET ONAL RECORD, Vel. 
Nev. 18, considered 
eR. 14791. 
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Public Law 93-621 
93rd Congress, S, 3022 
January 3, 1975 








319%3 
Po ne Nonete and Home of Repreentasirrid amt 
United States of America in Congress That the aml 


ticenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended, is further amended es Seente Rivers 


a) In subsection (4) of section § after paragraph (27) insert the 
new : 
“(28) American, California: The North Fork from the Cedars to 
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Pub. Law 93-621 -2- January 3, 1975 





“(44) Manistee, Michigan: The entire river from its soures 
and rm. 
(43) Noli , Tennesare axl North Carolina: The entire main 


“(47) Piedra, Colorado: The Middle Fork and East Fork from 
Colored Tighe nea ety, hence the Piedra to ite junation with 
national forest lorie.” ” ” 


a (a8 Connecticut : The entire river. 
1th, Sy NeW Po, Anta: Fn ant, 


the 
Dam upstream to its source ix the William Hi. Bankhead National 


California: The main river from its source 
Mount Dena and’ Mount Lyall in Yenomite National Pack to Des 
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Appendix C Legislation: 


MINNESOTA STATUTES: 


LOWER ST. CROE RIVER 


203.351 LOWER ST. CROIX WILD AND SCENIC RIVER ACT. 
Subdivision |. The lower St. Croix River, berween the dam sear Taylors 
Falls and ixs conflunuce with the Mississippi River, constitutes a relatively 
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relation to thove portions of the river that are to be jointly preserved ead administered 
as 0 wild end scenke river by this mate ead Wisconsin. 
Sebd. 2. Comprehensive master plan. (a) The commissioner of natural resources 


appropriate ageacy of the state of Wisconsia in the of ‘he comprehensive 
master plan to boundaries. classifcatioa, by section 
3 of the Lower S& River Act of 1972, and by sectioa Xb) of the and Scenic 
Rivers Act, Public Law Number 90-542. 


Subd. 3. Acgaisitien of land and easements. The commissioner of natural resources 
may acquire land, scenic easements, or other interests in land by gift, purchase, or other 
lawful means, aad may acquire scenic easement interests ic land by emaent domain. 
ee 
master 

Subd. 4. Rules. (a) The commissioner of satura] resources shall rules that 
Guat to the 











unlity opersang 
asy |, 1906, shall comply wich s. 144.0236 (2), if applicable. 
1, 1986, a0 city, or wen may 
isees a permast under seb. (|) unless the public applying for 
the perma: complies wich s. 30.18 (Z) (0), if appiicataie. 
Mnery: 1905 a 


aoe Sespes commer levees 
a0 C 
guicn on the Woit iver north of te touthern boundary of She- 


tat portion of tue Wolf river. Aay perma issued or in effect by 
vrws of or under authority of any order or isw euthorinag the 
conswuction of amy dam in the Wolf river ia Langieds county is 
6 SS eee a 
or maintenance of any dam in existence on August 24, | 

(2) A person may engage in 2 minor project to 
improve access to or to improve the sesthencs of fiver ia 
Saaweno county if a pertmuat issued by the department under 1. 
30.30 embortass the project. 

Mimecy: 1987 o 376. 


30.28 Wid rivers. (1) Lagsanve overt. le order © 
afforé the people of this state an oppertuaxty © enjoy natural 
sels, © attract oul—of—staes visieors and assure the weil—deing 
of our tourtst industry, it is in tho interest of this stats to preserve 
some rivers ia a fres flowing condition and w protect them from 

and for this purpose a system of wild rivers is estab- 
lished. Sut no river shall be demgneted 25 wild without legi-iative 
a 

(2) Oamonarion. The Pike river in Marinems county, and the 
Pine river and ics wributary Poppies nver ia Florence aad Forest 
counues afe designated as wild nvers and shail receive special 


management to assure (heir preservenon. protection anc enhence- 
mom of tecis numerai beauty, enique secrentional and other 


ey 
(3) Ovrias oF camarmr. The department in connection 
with wild rivers shall: 
(a) Provides active leaderxhip in the development of a practical 
management policy 
(b) Consult other state agences and planrung commuteess. 
(c) Collaborate with county and town beards and local devei- 
opment comemuttess or boards in produc:ay 1 mutually acceptable 
program for the preservation. protecuoa and enhuacement of the 


(@) Ad@wanister the management program. 
(e) Seek the cooperation of the U.S. forest services. drnber com- 


(f} Act a8 coordinator umier this subssctior.. 


30.27 Lower St. Croix river preservation. (1) Pua- 
vosa. Ths lewer Sc Croix river, berween the dam near St. Croix 
Pails and xs confluence with the Mississippi nver, constinutes 3 


issuance of bulding 
siete with the purposes of us secuon. and b) the establishment 
of acreage. frontage and setberk requirements where compliance 
with such requirements will resuk in residenual. commercial er 
industrial uses which are consistent with the purposes of this sex- 
den. Such sandards shail ts consistent wih but may be mere 
restricuve than any perunem gvidsiines and sandards promel- 
gaeed by the secretary of the interior under the mid and sceme riv- 
ers act. !f it appears to the department that the purposes of thts sev- 
Gon may Ye Crwerted or tie wild. scenic or recreational values ef 
Oe SS ee 
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ve of the same effect as if sdopeed by the county, city, village ef 
town, and the local suthonoes shail sdmmatster and enfores Gs 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Twin Cities Field Office 
4101 Bast 80th Serect 
Bloomington, Minnesota 55425-1665 
SM - 8 200 
John Hoesterey, Project Manager 
Denver Service Center 
tional Park Service 
12795 West Alameda Parkway 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 
Dear Mr. Hoesterey: 


This document transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's biological opinion based on our 

review of the Draft Cooperative Management Pian, Environmental Impact Statement, Lower St. 
‘Croix Naticnal Scenic Riverway in the States of Minnesota and Wisconsin (Cooperative 
Management Pian) ((National Park Service (NSP 1999)], and its effects on threatened and 


endangered species, in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


The Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway (Riverway) is a narrow corridor that extends 
from the dem at St. Croix Falls, Wisconsin for 52 miles to the confluence with the Mississippi 
River at Prescott, Wisconsin. The Riverway passes through < variety of land forms incheding a 
deep, narrow gorge wita basalt cliffs to pristine, undeveloped riparian areas to highly-used, 
developed zones. The National Park Service (NPS) manages the upper 27-mile portion of the 
Riverway from St. Croix Falls to the area just upstream of the City of Stillwater at River Mile 
-M 26). From this point the Riverway is managed jointly by the Wisconsin and Minnesota 
Departr.,ents of Natural Resource. Approximately 15,804 acres of land and water are in the 
State-administered rone. 


The Riverway has one of the richest freshwater mussel communities in the world, specifically 
located just below the dam at St. Croix Falls. The mussel fauna of this area includes tvo 
federally endangered species - winged mapleleaf mussel (Quadrula fragosa) and Higgins’ eye 
pearlymuseel (Lampsilis higginsf). These listed species are threatened by water pollutants, 
sedimentation, the spread of zebra mussels, loss of habitat, direct human impacts, and serial 
exposure of mussel beds caused by hydropower peaking operations. 


This biological opinion is based on information provided in the Cooperative Management Plan 
transmitted by memorandum dated September 16, 1999, discussions and correspondence 
between our respective staffs; and other sources of information. 
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The purpoes of the 





Cooperative Management Pian is to provide a genera! direction for managing 
the Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway for the next 15 to 20 years. Several alternatives 
describe different concepts or visions for the future. The 


preferred alternative would maintain long stretches of the lower 
-Riverway’s natural end rural landscape, while allowing limited, planned development in 
communities. Riverway users would continue to find opportunities to engage in a wide range of 
recreational experiences. Alternative A would provide for more development and more 
recreational activity then the preferred alternative. There would be limited impacts on natural 
resources in connection with residential development in the form of soil and vegetational 
distesbance and disruption of wildlife. Alternative B would stress maintaining the current 
landscape character within the Riverway boundary and maintaining the diversify of water 
recreational experiences as much 2s possible. Alsernative C is the same as Alternative B, except 
wai ocreational grow: «suld be frozen. These two alternatives would allow slightly less 
development in rural ereas than the preferred alternative. There would again be limited impacts 
06 aetural resources such as vegetation and soil in connection with residential impects, although 
the impacts would be slightly {uss than the preferred alternative. Alternative D would promote 
end restore the natural qualities of the lower Riverway. Emphasis would be placed on promoting 
quieter, slower, and less imtrusive experiences. This alternative would allow less development in 
rural areas. The no-action alternative, or Alternative E would continue to allow agencies to 
manage the Riverway as they have in the past. 


In this biological opinion, we have determined that the preferred alternative for management of 
the Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway will hot jeopardize the continued existence of 
both winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye. We have found that the project will result in the 
incidental take of the above two mussel species and have provided Reasonable and Prudent 
Measures thet will minimize harm to these species. Habitat for Kemer blue butterfly (Lycasides 
melissa samuelis) could xctentially be indirectly adversely affected along the Riverway because 
open savennas would be allowed to succeed into closed canopy forests end private landowners 
would not be encouraged to maintain savennas. However, Kamer blue butterflies are not 
documented to occur albng the Riverway. The Service concurs that the Kerner blue butterfly 
would not be adversely affected by implementation of the Cooperative Management Pian. 
*7-wever, the Service encourages Riverway management agencies to continue to manage for 
savannes, which woul auiow for future potential range of Karner blue butterflies into protected 
ssvennes within the Riverway boundaries. 


The Winged Mapicieaf Mussel Recovery Plan (USFWS 1997) indicates that winged mapleleaf 
was listed in 1991 as endangered because (1) the species has been eliminated from nearly all of 
its original 12-state range end at listing was known from only one population along 2 13-mile 
segment of the St. Croix River, (2) its population was small and therefore vulnerable to 
catastrophic stochastic events, such as toxic spills or low water levels, (3) its reproductive 
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success was threatened by its Jow population, and (4) changes in land use practices in the 
watershed were anticipated because the watershed is close to a growing metropolitan area. The 
plan recognized zebra mussels as a grave potential threat. Zebra mussels are repeatedly found on 
recreational bosts entering the St. Croix River from the Mississippi River and the reduction of 
the threat of zebra mussel invasion is a priority to the Winged Mapleleaf Recovery Team 
(USFWS 1997). 


Little is known of the details of winged mapicieaf reproduction, feeding ecology, and specific 
habitat requirements (USF WS 1997). The brooding period for winged mapileleaf was presumed 
to be late May to the middle of July (Baker 1928). Recent investigation, however, revealed the 
brooding period of winged mapleleaf extended from about mid-September to mid-October in the 
St. Croix River (Heath er al. 1999). Hove et al. 1999 have begun laboratory studies to determine 
the host fish species for winged mapleleaf. In 38 trials on 29 fish species and on one species of 
mudpuppy, no species were found to provide complete winged mapleleaf glochidia! 
metamorphosis. Recently, two glochidia successfully were released from a channel catfish in the 
laboratory (Hove 2000). The host glochidial species for winged mapleleaf remains unknown. 


Much research on habitat requirements of the remnant St. Croix River population has been done 
..cing the last decade ‘Winged mapleleaf occurs in riffles with clean gravel, sand, and rubble 
substrates in rivers with clear water (USFWS 1997). It was found to be most abundant in 
shallow areas with fast current. Hornbach et al. (1995a) reported winged mapleleaf occur at an 
average depth of 3.0 ft, ranging from 1.4 to 6.2 ft. Winged mapleleaf are associated with three 
mussel species, deertoc (7)uncilla truncata), monkeyface (Quadrula metanevra), and fawnsfoot 
(Trumcilla donaciformis) (Horbach et al. 1996). Hornbach ef al. (1995b) concludes winged 
mapleleaf is valy found in habitats that are generally high quality habitats for other mussel 
species. They also found considerable variation in flow conditions where winged mapleleaf 
occurred. Water velocity ranged from 0.13 ft/s to 1.12 fi/s with a mean of 0.58 ft/s (Hornbach ef 
al. 1995a). 





Historically, winged mapleleaf was found in 34 rivers across 12 states from Ohio in the east to 
‘Kanses in the west end pouth to Oklahoma (USFWS 1997). There is uncertainty over its 
occurrence in Oklahoma due to unresolved taxonomic classification; however, it has been 
reported as a new state record in the Ouachita River, Arkansas (Posey ef al. 1996). The range of 
winged mapleleaf has been reduced by 99%. Factors that may have contributed to its decline 
izcluding predators (such as muskrat, mink, raccoons, turtles, and waterbirds), disturbances (such 
as illegal harvest f : consumption or bait, swimming, wading, physical disturbance of substrate 
from recreational and commercial boating), competitors (such as interspecific competition for 
~eources), parasites, and disease. Winged mapleleaf, due to its single, small geographically 
extam population in the 5« Croix River is particularly vulnerable to stochastic events such as low 
‘water levels, toxic spills, or climatic episodes (USFWS 1997). 


Currently, the winged mapicieaf occurs in a single population along a 12.4 mile stretch of the St. 
Croix River from the hydropower dam at St. Croix Falls south to Osceola, Wisconsin (Hornbach 
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et al, 1998; USFWS 1997). This distribution extends fram RM 44 to RM 52 of the St. Croix 
River (USFWS 1997). 


The St. Croix River, bounded by the states of Minacsota and Wisconsin, begins in Wisconsin 
and flows in a southerly direction for 154 miles until it joins the Mississippi River at Prescott, 
Wisconsin. The river forms part of the St. Croix National Scenic Riverway, administered by the 
NPS, and the Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway, administered by the Minnesota aed 
Wisconsin of Natural Resource in with the NPS. The river is very 
unique because is has its complete native musse! fauna of 40 species; which also includes 13 
Wisconsin threatened and endangered mussels, and 17 Minnesota threatened and endangered 


mussels (Hornbach ef al. 1995e). 


in recent years, recruitment to this population has been low and the last lerge cohort recruitment 
was in 1987 (Heath 1999). On September 24, 1997, one gravid female was found among 
approximately 250 mapicicafs collected and examined in biweekly surveys in summer 
‘and fall of 1997. The in the female were immature, suggesting late September wes the 
beginning of winged mapleleef's brooding period. Winged mapleleaf would be wansual in 
having a Septembcr-October brooding period, for almost all other members of winged 
mapleleaf's subfamily brood in spring and early summer (USCOE 1999). The glochidial host 
fish for winged mapleleaf is unknown, but may be a member of the catfish family, based on 
known glochidial host fish of other Quadrula species (USFWS 1997). 


- recent threat to winee’ mapleleaf comes from zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha), 
freshwater mussels native to the Black and Caspian Seas. Zebra mussels were introduced into 
Lake Erie in the late 1980s from ship ballast water discharge (Benson and Boydetan 1995). The 
species is now reproducing and invading North America's lakes and rivers, including the 
Mississippi River up to the confluence with the St. Croix River and the Twin Cities. 


Status of Higyins’ cye 


Higgins’ cye was listed as an endangered species by the Service on June 14, 1976 (Federal 
Register, 41 FR 24064). The major reasons for the listing of Higgins’ eye were the decreases in 
both the abundance and range of the species. As stated in the original recovery plan (U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 1983}, Higgins’ eye was never abundant and Coker (1919) 

; it was increasingly rare eround the turn of the century. The fact thet there 
were few records of live specimens from the early 1900s until the enactment of the Endangered 
Species Act in 1973 was a major factor in its listing in 1976 (Hornbech 1999). A variety of 
factors have been listed as affecting Higgins’ eye over time including commercial harvest, 
impoundment from the Mississippi River navigation project, channel maintenance dredging end 
disposal activities, changes in water quality from municipal, industrial and agricultural sources, 
unavailability of appropriate glochidia) hosts, exotic species and disease (USF WS 1983). 


ine historical distribuzicn of Higgins’ eye is not known with certainty. Although nowhere 
abundent, it is believed to have been widely distributed, inhabiting the Upper Mississippi River 
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(UMR), which includes the Mississippi River from just north of St. Louis, Missouri, to 
Minnespolis-St. Paul, Minnesota (Coker 1919). It was also found along several of its tributaries 
including the Ohio, Illinois, Sangamon, lowa, Cedar, Wapsipinicon, Rock, Wisconsin, Black, 
Minnesota, and St. Croix Rivers (USFWS 1963). The range of Higgins’ cye has been reduced 
approximately $0 percent from its historic distribution to a 302-mile reach of the UMR (Haviik 
1980, Haviik 1987) and is now found only in the UMR upstream of Lock and Dam 19 at 
Keukuk, lowa, in the St. Croix River between Wisconsin and Minnesota, the Wisconsin River, 
» ec0nein, and im the ‘e-rer Rock River in Ilincis (USFWS 1983). The southern-most 
population is believed to be pool 19 at River Mile 407 (Cawley 1984). 


Higgins’ eye occurs most frequently in medium to lerge rivers with current velocities of 0.49 to 
1.51 f/sec and in depths of 3.3 to 19.7 ft. It appears to prefer water with dissolved oxygen 
greater than S ppm and calcium carbonate levels greater than 50 ppm. The species is 
correlated with a firm, coarse sand substrate (Hornbach ef al. 1995a). Higgins’ eye 
ere usually found in large, stable mussel beds with relative high species and age diversity. 
Heenbach ef al. (199Sa) conclude Higgins’ eye seems to be associated with areas of higher 
mussel species richness and generally higher mussel population densities. 


The reproductive cycle of Higgins’ eye is typical uf the family Unionidee (Cummi «ys and Mayer 
1992). Males discharge sperm to the surrounding water, females obtain the sperm as they siphon 
water for food and respiration. Eggs arc fertilized in gil! sacs (marsupia) in the female; fertilized 
eggs are retained in the marsupia until they mature into glochidia and are released. The mantle 
edge near Higgins’ eye's posterior end resembles a smal] swimming fish that attracts predator 
fish. Gill tissue containing glochidia protrudes between the mantle flaps. When the gill tissue is 
attacked by a fish, glochidia are released, thus enhancing the probebility that glochidia will come 
imto contact with a host fish. Released glochidia attach themselves to the gills of host fish. 
Successfully attached mature and excyst from hosts’ gills as juvenile musesls; they 
settle to the substrate ai, oocome sedentary in the substrate, if it is suitable. The species is 
bradytictic (1.¢., a long-term breeder) retaining developing glochidis throughout the year, except 
for the period following glochidia release. Baker (1928) and Holland-Bartels and Waller (1983) 
indicate glochidia are carried in the gill mersupia through winter and released the following 
spring or summer. 








































Holland-Bartels and Waller (1988) tested 15 species of UMR fish and reported walleye 
(Stisostedion vitrewn) end largemouth bess (Adicropterus salmoides) ss the most successful 
glochidia host fish for Higgins’ eye, as determined by glochidial persistence and maturation to 
juvenile stage in the fish. Their study did not investigate sauger (Stizostedion -anadense) nor 
emrdimouth bass (Adicropterus dolomieuil). Waller (1995) considers these species also likely host 
fish in the UMIR, particularly the sauger, whose range overlaps with Higgins’ eye's more than 
‘amalimouth bass. 


The Higgins’ Eye Peartymusse!] Recovery Team designated seven "Essential Habitat Areas” for 
Higgins’ eye (USFWS 1983). The Essential Habitat Arcas are believed to contain viable 


reproducing Higgins’ eye populations. The Team believed recovery of the species could not be 
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accomplished without maintaining the Essential Habitat Area The seven Essential 
Habitat Areas are (1) the St. Croix River at Hudson, Wisconsin (River Mile 16.2 - 17.6); (2) ts 
UMR at Whiskey Rock, at Ferryville, Wisconsin, Pool 9 (River Mile 655.8 - 658.4); (3) the 
‘UMR at Harpers Slough, Pool 10 (River Mile 639.0 - 641.4); (4) the UMR Main and East 
‘Channel at Praisie du Chien, Wisconsin, and Marquette, Iowa, Pool 10 (River Mile 633.4 - 637), 
(S) the UMR at McMillen Island, Pool 10 (River Mile 616.4 - 619.1); (6) the UMR at Cordova, 
Minois, Pool 14 (River Mile $03.0 - $05.5); and (7) the UMR at Syivan Slough, Quad Cities, 
Dlinois, Pool 15 (River Mile 485.5 - 486.0). Three additional Essential Habitat Areas have been 
proposed by the Higgins’ Eye Pearfymussel Recovery Team; the St. Croix River at Prescott, 
Wisconsin, and near Taylors Falls, Minnesota (Interstate Park), and the Wisconsin River near 
Muscoda, Wisconsin (Orion mussel assemblage) (Hombech, 1999). 


A recent threat to Higgins’ eye comes from zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha), frealrweter 
mussels native to the Black and Caspian Seas. Zebra mussels were imtroduced into Lake Erie ia 
the late 1980s from ship ballast water discharge (Benson and Boydstun 1995). The species is 
pow reproducing end invading North America's lakes and rivers, including the UMR. 


The environmenial baseline is an analysis of effects of past and ongoing natural and human 
factors, excluding the proposed project, pertinent to the current status of the species and its 
habitat. The action area includes the Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway from the dems st 
St. Croix Falls, Wisconsin downstream to its confluence with the Mississippi River et Prescott, 

Wisconsin. 























Currently winged mapicicaf end Higgins’ eye are located downstream of a peaking hydropower 
dam located in St. Croix Falls between Minnesota and Wisconsin. The facility is owned by 


Northern States Power Company (NSP). NSP voluntarily releases a minimum discharge of 800 
cfs from Nov. | through March 31 and 1600 cfs from April 1 through October 31 (Johnson 
1995). Johnson (1995) stated that daily low flows during winter peaking operations subject 
nmmecis and other aquatic organisms to extreme habitat conditions and thus he recommends that 

~ cuu-of-the-tiver flow r-cime be implemented to protect and restore the habitat of winged 
mepleleaf and Higgins’ eye. 


The environmental baseline for this Biological Opinion inchudes impacts to winged mapleiesf 
and Higgins’ cye. Winged mapleleaf hes been eliminated from 99% of its historical range and 


Higgins’ eye has been eliminated from 50% of its historical range. Habitat modifications 
including land use changes, river cheanel modifications, and pollution were the primary factors 
threatened the species during its listing process (USFWS 1991). Winged mapleleaf was usually 
found in well-preserved large to medium-sized clear-water streams in riffles or on gravel bers. 


There is evidence that recreational boats (paddlewhee! boats and smaller motorboats) may have 
caused significant local disturbance to mussel beds by physical disturbance of the substrate and 
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by enabling boaters access to otherwise isolated mussel beds (USFWS 1997). There has also 
been considerable wading and swimming activity in the vicinity of the mussel beds where 
winged mapleieaf are known to occur. People have been observed collecting mussels at some 
beach sites; indiscriminate collections may have included winged mapicicafs at some locations 
(Whiting 2000). Native mussels may also be collected for personal use, including mussel bait. 
Motorboat wakes may be causing shoreline erosion, which increases sediment loads that could 
impact the native mussels. 








Of major concern to the weil being of mussels in general, and winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye 
in particuler, was the introduction of zebra mussels into the Mississippi River. Zebra mussels 
have been found throughout the UMR and have the potential to kill or otherwise eliminate native 


mauseels, including winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ cye. 


‘duit 2ebca mussels attach themecives by byssal threads to hard substrates including rocks, 
gative mussels, wood, aquatic plants, and other zebra mussels. Zebra mussels may also colonize 
soft substrates, such as aquatic vegetation or soft mud (Whitney ef al. 1996). They also attach to 
man-made materials including fiberglass, iron, plastic, concrete, and other surfaces (U.S. Corps 
of Engineers (USCOE) 1992]. Male zebra mussels release sperm directly into the water to 
fertilize eggs released by the female zebra mussels. Large females can release up to one million 
eggs per season (USCOE 1992). Eggs are released when water temperatures reach 52-54 ‘F . 
immature zebra mussels (veligers) spread via passive drift on water currents. Adults and 
veligers attach to boat hulls, lower power drives, trim tabs, wet compartments, containers, and 
submerged boat equipment. 


Zebra mussels affect other mussels by conapeting for food and by attaching to mussels in such 
numbers thet infested mussels cannot travel or burrow. When infested by approximately 100 or 
more zebra mussels, native mussels cannot open their shells to property respire, feed, burrow, or 
move, nor can they close their shells for protection. Zebra mussels can build up on native 
mussels in such numbers that waves and currents can dislodge native mussels from the substrate. 
Recem observations suggest infested native musse!s may remove themselves from the substrate 
to escape zebra mussels (Miller 1995). Any of these impacts, singly or in combination, can kill 
the infested mussel. Recreational and commercial water craft are the main vectors of this species 
throughout inland waters, while pessive drift of veligers and juveniles facilitates downstream 


Zebra mussels reach a maximum length of about two inches, and hundreds of thousands can 
colonize a square meter. Up to 10,000 zebra mussels have been counted on a single native 
mussel (USCOE 1992). In Michigan's Lakes Erie and St. Clair, where zebra mussels have 
existed for several years, native mussel populations have been devastated, and in som~ weas 
eradicated (Mosteller end Schioesser 1991, Gillis and Mackie 1991). Gillis and Mackie (1991) 
found a positive correlation between large increases in the average number of zebra mussels 
attached to native mussel shells and a decline in live native mussel numbers in Lake St. Clair. 
They also found epproximately 2,000 zebra mussels on a native mussel shell occluded the siphon 
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-egion completely, affe<ing the infested musse!'s ability to filter. Colonization rates of 
approximately 0.4 to 1.0 g of zebra mussels per g of native mussel (dry mass) were recorded in 
pative mussels i before extirpation of native mussels from the Canadian side of the 
Dewoit River (Ohnesorg ef al. 1993). 


Zebra mussels may have greater impact on some native mussel species than others, althoug’: this 
is not conclusive. Haag et al. (1993), in a test of six species, found species in the Anodoatinas 
subfamily to be the most sensitive to zebra mussels, followed by Lampsilinae and Amblemines. 
Winged mapleleaf is a member of the subfamily Ambleminac. Hunter ef al. (1997 end 
references within) also found some species to be more sensitive then others. Giant floater 
(Anodonta grandis) was the most sensitive, followed by fragile papershell (Leptodea fragilis), 
Senate pasta, Sa laclyen Pee Sane, eee 
(Liguania recta 

Zebra nvussels were first discovered in Lake St. Clair in 1988 and in all the Great Lakes in 1989. 
The first zebra mussel collected from the Mississippi River wes taken in 1991, south of La 
Crosse, Wisconsin (USCOE 1999). The first discovery of zebra mussels on recreational boats in 
the St. Croix River was in 1994. Every year since 1994, boats have been observe‘ with zebra 
mussels attached. During dive surveys in 1999, 32 boats checked had zebra mussels attached 
(Karns 2000). At the same sampling period, 51 live zebra suussels were found in the St. Croix 
River. Zebra mussels have been found attached to native mussels, rip rap, rock, refuse, and 
undge piers. Currentl; ; lc St. Croix River still remains uninfested by zebra mussels despite 
these incidents of zebra mussels on the river substrate, on native mussels, or on boats. Bascd on 
current zebra mussel densities at dewatered lock chansbers, it is likely thet these areas harbor 
reproducing zebra mussels. Lock chambers provide excellent zebra mussel habitat; Yager et al. 
(1994) estimated zebra mussel densities in lock chambers up to 68.4/m* and report zebra mussel 
densities exceeding 7,000/m’ at locks and dams downstream of Lake Pepin. Recent 
examinations st Lock and Dam 5A of zebra mussel densities suggests thet these areas are 
conducive to zebra mussel persistence (USCOE 1999). 


The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WIDNR) and Illinois Natural History Survey 
have conducted surveys of zebra mussel veligcrs from the mouth of the St. Croix River 
(Benjamin per comm 1999). In 1998, no veligers were found coming from the St. Croix River, 
‘indicating it did not support a reproducing population of zebra mussels in 1998. During August 
1999, the WI DNR conducted another veliger survey in the St. Croix River and found 17 veligers 
in a sample taken from the mouth of the river just downstream of the railroad bridge at the City 
of Prescott. The veliger density was 0.189 veligers per liter with a bimodal size distribution 
(Benjamin per comm 1999). Few veligers, however, were found upstream of Lock and Dam 3 
compered to downstream areas. Surveys by Corps and Service biologists in 1998 and 1999 
confirmed the presence of significantly fewer adult zebra mussels upstream of Lock an¢ Dem 3 


“Yager 1999). 


Once firmly attached, adult zebra mussels can withstand water velocity up to approximately 6 
fi/sec (Claudi and Mackie 1994). They appear adapted to lotic conditions, but when the complete 
life history of zebra mussels is considered, its lotic (flowing water) adaptability is doubtful. 
Successful lotic mussels have internal fertilization, the females holding eggs in marsupial 
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chambers in their gill-, where the eggs are fertilized, and where development proceeds to the 
glochadial stage. The glochidia ere released, attach to fish, develop, metamorphose, and drop 
from the fish to the river bottom. Reliance on external fertilization and planktonic izrvaec is not 
typical of musscis in lotic envirournents. Native mussels have possible advantages over zebra 
vessels ia their bility to bury ireo the substrate: longer life span, possibly greater energy 
seserves, thicker shells, and reproductive strategy suited for lotic habitats. The concem for the 
negative effects of sebra mussels on native riverine musscis may not be fully realized, as was the 
case with the Asien clam (Miller and Payne 1996), but this is by no means clear. 











Swayer (1991) concluded zebra mussels do not exist in rivers less than 98.4 ft wide. Lakes and 
ren-of-river-seservoirs along large rivers are the primary habitats of zebra wnussels. Hunter ef al. 
(1997 and references within) showed zebra mussel settlement is restricted by water velocity. 
Settlement is most successful in slow-moving water (<3.9 in/s), and, within velocity refuges from 
even such slow-moving water. Successful colonization of smaller river systems by zebra mussels 
may depend in part on lakes, large pools, and impoundments along the river's course where 
reproducing groups of zebra mussels can establish (Hunter ef al. 1997). Impoundments along a 
emailer river enhance cenditions for successful zebra mussel colonization, but the overall 
susceptibility of such a river to heavy infestation by zebra mussels is lower than for lakes and for 
long, low-velocity sections of large rivers. However, S.J. Nichois (date unavailable) reported 
that zebra mussel adults are attracted to water current and will colonize areas with water 
velocities up to 6.6 fi/s. He also reported thet water velocities over 6.6 fi/s discourage the 
settling of veligers. 


Zebra mussels disperse by three natural mechanisms (water currents, birds, and other animals) 
-ad 20 uman-telated +<chanisms (Carlton 1993; Schneider ef al. 1998). Johnson et al. (1994) 
reported thet although waterfow! can transport zebra mussels, the actual numbers of zebra 
mussels moved by ducks were quite low (0 to 0.25 zebra mussels/duck) and thus waterfowl! do 
not represent a raped means of spreading zebra mussels between bodies of water. 












Human mechanisms are preponderantly important in the upstream and overiend transport of 
zebra mussels and larvae. Carlton (1993) suggests zebra mussels on boats and other movable 
sebstretes leads to rapid “hopecotching” over suitable habitat, with “backfilling” likely to occur 
later. It is uncertain to what extent these introductions lead to infestation. Johnson and Carlton 
(1992) state: 1) the introduction of only a few zebra mussels creates a low probability that a self- 
sustaining population will develop, 2) repeated introductions into a water body could be required 
for an outbreak, 3) overland transport requiring extended survival of musseis out of water is 
sesely successful, and 4) it is difficult to predict when invesion will occur, despite the high 
likelihood of eventual zebra mussel invasion — it could require decades. Schneider et al. (1998) 
developed a transportation mode! for use in Illinois and found thet the risk of spread of zebra 
waunsels depends on the number of boat trips from infested waters, which in turn depends on the 
distance from an infested water, boat use at the site, and the position of a lake within a river 
system. They determined that the invasion of inland lakes and reservoirs in Illinois was predicted 
tc occur first at areas of high boat use close to currently infested waters. 
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Zebra mussels have been documented to spread via divers through their gear (Kraft 1995, 1996). 
He found three inland lakes known to be colonized by zebra mussels in quarries frequented by 
divers. Kraft (1994) also reported that a 20-acre quarry, only few miles overland from Lake 
Michigan and frequented by divers near Racine, Wisconsin, had been infested with zebra 
mussels. The quarry has no public boat launch. 


Native mussels vary by species and size in their susceptibility to mortality and stress from zebra 
mussels, but these distinctions probably do not matter at high infestations. Winged mapleleaf is 
rare and spersely distributed and may, therefore, be more vulnerable to harm from high zebca 
soussel infestations tha.; are more common mussel species. Potential zebra mussel affect on 
winged mapleleaf reproduction was addressed in winged mapleleaf population and habitat 
viability report (Kjos, ef al. 1998). The report, in discussing computer simulated zebra mussel 
infestation, stated that the most profound risk faced by this remnant population appears to be an 
infestation by zebra mussels. Direct impacts on female fecundity and adult mortality of this 
(simulated) infestation cause affected populations to decrease rapidly toward extinction 
following the introduction of zebra mussels into winged mapleleaf habitat.” 


Summary of threats 


The range of winged mapleleaf has been reduced by 99 %; the species is presently known only in 
the St. Croix River. In 1991, the species was listed as endangered because it had been eliminated 
from nearly all of its original range, its population is vulnerable to catastrophic stochastic events, 
its reproductive success is threatened by its low population, and changes in land use practices in 
the watershed are anticipated. Higgins’ eye home range has been reduced by 50%; it occurs in 
the Mississippi, St. Croix, and other Mississippi tributaries. A peaking hydropower dam, located 
in St. Croix Falls between Minnesota and Wisconsin, owned and operated by NSP, is having 
some effects on winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye. Recreational activities, such as tour- 
boating, wading, sod direct handling are having minor adverse effects to winged mapleleaf and 
‘4iggins’ cye. A recent'threat to native mussels comes from zebra mussels, which were 
imtroduced into the Mississippi River system. Dense zebra mussel colonization on native 
mussels has severely impacted native musse] communities in the Mississippi River. 
eee 

" eye, 


Effects of the Proposed Action 


No direct effects to winged mapleleaf or Higgins’ eye will occur from implementation of the 
Cooperative Management Plan. Indirect effects are project impacts produced or occurring after 
the action has been completed or after the permitted activity terminates. They are caused by, or 
result from, the proposed action and are reasonable certain to occur. They may occur inside or 
outside the area directly affected by the proposed action. Although the major indirect efflects to 
‘winged mapleleafs and Higgins’ eye occurred from navigation projects occurring over the last 
century, continuing recreational activities may affect individuals or populations of winged 
mapieleaf and Higgins’ eye at a local scale. As noted in the Cooperative Management Pian, the 
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NPS will continue to consult with the Service on future actions which may affect winged 


mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye. Through the Section 7 process, impacts to winged mapleleaf and 
Higgins’ eye will be avoided/minimized. 


The proposed Cooperative Management Pian describes the direction that the managing agencies 
intend to follow in managing the lower Riverway for the next 15 to 20 years. Currently, zebra 


mussels have not infested the St. Croix River, although they continue to be found on rock and 
extificial substrate at extremely low densities. However, zebra mussels continue to be brought 
imto the Sx. Croix River attached to recreational boats from the Mississippi River despite 
Misnesota and Wisconsin state laws prohibiting the transport of zebra mussels into the St. Croix 
River. Overland transport of zebra mussels from infested waters, which includes the Mississippi 
River is also a threat to the St. Croix River. 


Upstream colonization of zebra mussels in rivers depends on an upstream vector or upstream 
curents. The most likely potential vector for infesting the St. Croix River is recreational boat 
waffic. Based on a model risk assessmemt of zebra mussel spread (Schneider ef al. 
1998), the Se. Croix River may be at risk for infestation by zebra mussels. Given the above, it is 
lileely that recreational traffic will continue to spread zebra mussels into the St. Croiz River. The 
NPS has and will continue to maintain a boster check station at RM 30, which helps to prevent 
boats with zebra mussels attached from navigating any farther upstream to where winged 
mapleleaf mussels occur. 


=xotic species infestations resulting from buman introduction could impact winged mapleleaf 
and Higgins’ cye by durect mortality and by chronic impacts. Besed on the surrent distribution of 
the zebra mussel in the Mississippi River besin, it appears recreational boats have not spread 
zebra mussels to the degree commercial barges have. Schneider ef al. (1998) developed a model 
that predicts that the risk of spread of zebra mussels depends on the number of boet trips from 
infested waters, which in turn depends on the distance from an infested water, boat use at the site, 
end the position of a lake within a river system. As previously discussed, the current spread of 
zebra mussels, indicate that recreational craft are responsible for some of the spread within the 
+ 6p gjeeringstamamsarasiainasla sae asinine 
in the River. 


The likelibood for another exotic species invading the Mississippi River is high and the degree of 
impact upon the native fauna is impossible to determine, but it is probably negative. One species 
that could impact winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye in the same fashion as the zebra mussel is 
the quagga mussel (Dreissena bugensis). Quagga mussels have been spread into Lakes St. Clair, 
Lake Ontario, and Lake Erie in a similar way to the zebra mussel. Morton (1997) predicted zebra 
mussels will spread to the uninfested rivers of North America naving suitable water quality and 
substrate, the only question being how soon. Despite the expenditure of much money on 
research, control, and éducation. zebra mussels continue to spread and thrive in North American 
rivers and lakes. 
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Of major concern t the well being of mussels in general, and winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye 
in particulier, wes the introduction of zebra museeis tc the Mississippi River. Zebra mussels have 
been found throughout the Mississippi River, inchuding parts of the St. Croix River and have the 
potential to kill or otherwise climinate native mussels, including winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ 
eye. Upstream colonization of zebra musscis in rivers depends on an upstream vector or 
upstream currents. Since there is no regular commercial barge traffic on the St. Croix River, the 
moet likely potential vector for infesting the St. Croix River is recreational boat traffic. Based on 
a transportation mode! risk assessment of zebra mussel spread (Schneider ef al. 1998), the St. 
Czoix River is at some risk for infestation by zebra mussels. However, the St. Croix River has 
--mained uninfested since 1994 by zebra mussels despite these incidents of zebra mussels on the 
river substrate, on native mussels, or on boats. The work of the St. Croix River Zebra Mussel 
Task Force agencies have been critical to helping prevent to spread of zebra mussels into the St. 
Croix River. 


The current conservation status of winged mapicieaf and Higgins’ eye is critical. As only one 
small population of winged mapleleaf persists in the Riverway and Higgins’ eye that are 
uninfested by zebra mussels exist in the Riverway, both mussel species are vulnerable to adverse 
effects. The primary concern of the Service is continuation of the threat of zebra mussel 
infestation into the St. Croix River. The Cooperative Management Pian describes the direction 
thet the managing agencies intend to follow in managing the lower Riverway. Although the 
primary vector (i.e. barge traffic) of zebra mussel spread will not occur in the Riverway, 
recreational boating traffic will continue to transport zebra mussels into the St. Croix River. This 
is particularly more likely in the future as zebra mussel densities continue to increase. 


Concusion 


After reviewing the current status of winged mapleleef and Higgins’ eye, the environmental 
~aseline for the actior. <-ea and range of the species, the effects of the proposed action and the 
cumulative effects, it is the Service's biological opinion that the action, as proposed, is not likely 
to jeopardize the continued existence and recovery of winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ cye. No 
critical habitat has been designated for these species, therefore, none will be affected. 


As explained above, the primary concem to the well being of winged mapleleaf end Higgins’ 
eye, is the introduction of zebra mussels to the St. Croix River. Zebra mussels have been found 
throughout the Mississippi River, including the St. Croix River, and thus, have and will continue 
to threaten winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye. However, the St. Croix River remains uninfested 
despite ongoing incidents of zebra mussels on the river substrate, on native mussels, and on 
boats. Undoubtably, zebra mussel infestation into the St. Croix River would substantially 
threaten the survival and recovery of winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye. 


The upstream colonization of zebra mussels in rivers depends on an upstream vector. As there is 
ao regular commercial barge traffic on the St. Croix River, the most likely vector for zebra 
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mussel infestation of the St. Croix River is recreational boat traffic. Although a definite factor, 
recreational traffic is not a major vector in the spread of zebra mussels. Furthermore, the 
distance between the confluence with the Mississippi River and winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ 
eye populations in the St. Croix River, and the zebra mussel check stations greatly reduce the 
likelihood of zebra mussel infestation occurring im the upper St. Croix River. The steady rate of 
occurrence of zebra saussels into the Si. Croix River relative to the Mississippi River supports 
this contention. Based on the above, we believe zebra musse! densities are unlikely to reach 
infestation levels, and thus, the Cooperative Management Plan will not appreciably reduce the 
likelihood of recovery and survival of winged mapleleaf or Higgins’ cye. 


Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulation pursuant to Section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take 
~f endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined 
as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to 
engage in any such activity. Harm is further defined by the Service to include significant habitst 
modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly 
impairing essential behavioral pattems, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is 
defined by the Service as intentional or negligent actions thet create the likelibood of injury to 
listed species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which 
include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, and sheltering. Incidental take is defined as 
take incidemtal to, end not the purpose of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Under 
the terms of Section 7(6)(4) and Section 7(0)(2), take incidental to and not an intended part of the 
agency action is not considered prohibited taking under the Act, provided such take is in 
compliance with the terms and conditions of this Incidental Take Statement. 


The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be undertaken by the NPS for the 
exemption in Section 7(0)(2) to apply. The NPS has s continuing duty to regulate the activity 
covered by this incidental take statement. If the NPS fails to assume and implement the terms 
and conditions, the protective coverage of Section 7(0)(2) may lapse. To monitor the impact of 
incidental take, the NPS must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to 
the Service as specified in the incidental take statement (50 CFR 402.14(1\(3)]. 


<sial_Lavel of Take 


The Service anticipates that incidental take of winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye musee! from 
the proposed action will be harassment and herm of winged mapieleaf and Higgins’ cye from 
zebra mussels occurring in the St. Croix River or its tributaries, and with it the exposure of 
winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye population to an increased likelihood of infestation by zebra 
mussels. Although commercial barge traffic does not regularly occur in the St. Croix River, 
recreational watercraft or other vessels entering and navigating the St. Croix River from the 
Mississippi River provide an upstream vector for zebra mussels. As there is a likelihood that 
zebra mussels will be deposited near winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye population over the next 
50 years, incidental take will occur in the form of harassment (i.e., competition for food, 
locomotion impairment) and harm (i.e. suffocation and starvation). 
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Incidental take will be difficult to detect and monitor, however. The reasons for this are 08 
follows. First, changes to fitness parameters (e.g.. decreased recruitment) often, are not 
manifested in a year or two but rather over a period of years (e.g., 5 to 10 years). This is 
especially true for species that occur at low densities. Secoad, detection of impaired specimens 
is unlikely given the low abundance of winged mapicicaf and Higgins’ eye. Third, the normal 
variance in population size may be great, due to the low densities, and thus, identifying a 
declining trend over a short time-frame is problematic. We believe, however, the level of take 
can be monitored by observing the population trend of zebra sussel densities by sampling 
attached adults on the substrate of the St. Croix River along with veliger sampling of the St. 
Croix River. 


Despite probable zebra mussel occurrence in winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye habitat, we 
believe population densities will not reach infestation levels as observed in the mainstem of the 
Mississippi River. As an indicator of incidental take, we believe that zebra mussels will not 
infest (i.e. persistence of zebra mussel veligers in water column along with occurrence of 
multiple size classes of zebra mussel adults attached to substrate of St. Croix River with densities 
> 10/m2) the St. Croix River upstream of the Highway 10 bridge at Prescott, Wisconsin. 


tn addition to impacts associated with zebra mussels, recreational boats could increase shoreline 
erosion thus increasing sedimevs in the water, waders and swimmers could unknowingly collect 
mussels, and poachers could adversely affect winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye. The Service 
has determined that this level of .... ‘ated take is not likely to result in jeopardy to theses 
species. 


Raessenable and Predent Messures 


The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be implemented by the agency for 
the exemption in Section 7(0\(2) to apply. The NPS has a continuing duty to implement the 
activity covered by this incidental take statement. If the NPS fails to adhere to the terms and 
conditions of the incidental take statement, the protective coverage of Section 7(0)(2) may lapee. 


The Service believes the following reasonable aad prudent measures are necessary and 
appropriate to minimize impacts of incidental take of winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye mussel. 


1. Support the development of an action plan by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
monitor and control the abundance and distribution of zebra mussels on the St. Croix 
River. 
































2. Take actions to reduce the impacts of boaters, swimmers and waders on mussels in the 
vicinity of Wisconsin and Minnesota Interstate Parks. 


3. Continue the operation and maintenance of the vessel access station on the St. Croix 
River upstream from the City of Stillwater to reduce the potential spread of zebra 
mussels. 
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6.5.3 Terme and Conditions 


2 be exempt from the =rohibitions of Section 9 of the Act, the NPS must comply with the 
following terms and conditions which implement the reasonable and prudent measures described 
above and outline required reporting/monitoring requirements. These terms and conditions are 
non-discretionary. 


1. Anaction plan being developed by the Corps will include monitoring and controlling the 
abundance and distribution of zebra mussels on the St. Croix River. The action plan will 
be provided to the NPS by the Service. In developing aod implementing the feasible 
provisions of a plan to protect live winged mapleleaf and Higgins’ eye individuals from 
zebra mussels in the St. Croix River, the Cosps will involve the NPS to determine the 
most efficient and cost effective combination of methods and measures. 


















2. The NPS will post all public access sites to inform the public about the presence of 
winged mapleleaf aod Higgins’ eye in the Interstate parks and provide literature to reduce 
the adverse effects of swimming, wading, and bosting on winged mapleieaf and Higgins’ 
eye. 


3. The NPS will continue to restrict access to parts of the St. Croix River under NPS vessel 
access rules at ~— Arcola Sandbar Ranger Contact Station to reduce the potential spread 
of zebra mussels. 


The Service believes the assured presence of zebra mussels in the Mississippi River results in the 
threat of introduction of zebra mussels into the St. Croix River. These introduced zebra mussels 
may establish reproducing populations in parts of the St. Croix River. As an indicator of 
incidental take, we believe that zebra mussels will not infest the St. Croix River upstream of the 
Highway 10 bridge at Prescott, Wisconsin. The reasonable and pradent measures, with their 
implementing terms and conditions, are designed to minimize the impact of incidental take that 
might otherwise result from the proposed action. If, during the course of the action, this level of 
incidental take is exceeded, such incidental take represents new information requiring reinitiation 
of consultation and review of the reasonable and prudent measures provided. The Federal agency 
must immediately provide an explanation of the causes of the taking and review with the Service 
the need for possible modification of the reasonable and prudent measures. 


4.4 Conservation Recommendations 


Section 7(aX(1) of the Act directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the 
purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and 
threatened species. Conservation recommendations are activities to be conducted at your 
agency's discretion. They are designed to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action 
oa listed species or critica! habitat, to help implement recovery plans, or to develop information. 


Implement public outreach effort, in coordination with the Service and other resource 
agencies, as a means to disseminate information on life history end distribution of zebra 
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mussels, ecological importance of native mussels including winged mapleleaf and 
eye, control measures to limit the spread of zebra mussels into and within the St. 


Higgins’ 
Croix River and tributaries, and status of mussel conservation efforts. 


In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or svoiding adverse effects or 
benefitting listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification of the implementation 
of any conservation recommendations. 





This concludes formal consultation on the Draft Cooperative Management Plan, Environmental 
Impact Statement, Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway in the States of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin. As provided in 50 CFR 402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where 
discretionary Federal agency involvement or contro] over the action has been retained (or is 
authorized by law) and if (1) the amount or extent of incidental take (es minimized by the 
reasonable end prudent measure) is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the agency 
_stion that may affect listed species or critical habitat in the manner or to an extent not 
considered in this opinion; (3) the agency action is sub modified in a manner that 
causes an effect to the listed species or: itical habitat not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new 
apecies is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the ection. In instances 
where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations causing such take must 
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cc: Elaine Rideout, National Park Service, Denver, CO 
Anthony Anderson, National Park Service, St. Croix Falis, WI 
Randy Thoreson, National Park Service, Stillwater, MN 
Steve Johnson, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, St. Paul, MN 
Tesry Moe, Wisconsin Department of Natura] Resources, La Crosse, WI 
Buck Malick, Minnesots Wisconsin Boundary Arca Commission, Hudson, WI 
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TO 








Recewed OSC-PM 
United States Departmeni of the Interior JUN 2 6 1997 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERV!CE 
Twin Cities Field Office 
4101 East 80th Suree. 
Eloomington. Minnesota 5$425- 1665 


JUN 1 2 1997 





To: Regional Director, Midwest Region, National Park Service 4 
«3° 


From: Field Supervisor, Twin Cities Field Office Lime YG-s 
1 


Subject: Continued informal consultation on the General 
Plan/Environmental Assessment for the St. Croix National Scenic 
Riverway and the Cooperative Management Plan/Environmental 
Statement for the Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway, 
Wisconsin and Minnesota 


This responds to your April 1, 1997, memo requesting an updated list of 
federally listed Teosten and species of concern that could be potest telly 
affected by the General Management Plan/Environmental Assessment for the 

St. Croix National Scenic Riverway and the Cooperative Management 
Plan/Environmental I Statement for the Lower St. Croix National Scenic 
River, Wisconsin and Minnesota. We are providing the lists separated out by 
the two plans and counties. Note the tg SF is newly listed 
as a candidate species. Thus, it is not al law, but must be 
addressed during any planning initiatives. 

The following is a list of Federal species located in the National Scenic 






Riverway area: 
Wisconsin 
Bayfield County 
Classification Common Name (Scientific Name) Habitat 
endangered gray wolf (Canis lupus) northern 
forest areas 
threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) breeding 
threatened Fassett’s locoweed (agreeis cempestris open sandy 
lakeshores 
candidate lynx (Lynx canadensis) northern 
forest areas 
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gray wolf (Canis lupus) 


Karner blue butterfly (Lscandis elias 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
gray wolf (Canis lupus) 
Kirtland’s warbler (Dendroica kirtlandii) 


piping plover (Charadrius selodus) 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 


peregrine falcon (Falco perearinus) 


Karner blue butterfly CLuconidas_peltata 


Higgins’ eye pearly ausse! (bamog tts 
winged maple leaf susse! gtrula 
) 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 


northern 
forest areas 


prairie, 
oak savanna, 
and jack 
ine w/wild 
upine 


breeding/ 
wintering 


alluviai and 
islands 
breeding 


ial 
ng 


airie, 
oak jack 


pin aiid 
upine 


St. Croix 
River 


St. Croix R. 


breeding/ 
wintering 











gray wolf (Canis lupus) 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 


, lynx (Lynx canadensis) 


gray wolf (Canis lupus) 


Kirtland’s warbler (Dendroica 
) 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus) 


Higgins’ eye pearly mussel (amnstlis 
winged maple leaf susse) Guta 
) 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus) 
Blanding’s turtle (Emydoidea blandingii) 
lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) 
crystal darter (Agmocrypta aspere]la) 
blue sucker (Cycleptus elongatus) 
salamander mussel (Simspsonaias ambiqua) 


spectacle case pearly mussel (ameclentia 
) 


bog bluegrass (Poa paludigina) 


St. Croix R. 


St. Croix R. 








Pine County 
threatened gray wolf (Canis lupus) peripheral 
threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus) breeding 


es, candidate 
ally affected by the 
the Lower St. Croix 


Wisconsin 


peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) breeding 
Higgins’ eye pearly mussel ( 
SI St. Croix R. 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) breeding/ 
wintering 


peregrine falcon (Falco perearinus) breeding 


Higgins’ eye pearly sussel ( 
haste St. Croix R. 


winged maple leaf mussel ( 
a St. Croix R. 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) breeding/ 
wintering 


peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) pe mommaet 


Karner blue butterfly (Lecaedis salissa prairie, 
= = 


pine seit 
upine 


Higgins’ eye pearly aussel champs ts St. Croix R. 


bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) breeding/ 
wintering 














Minnesota 
Higgins’ eye pearly mussel (amast ts i nite be 
. Croix R. 

winged maple leaf aussel i 

) St. Croix R. 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) breeding 
Blanding’s turtle (Emydoidea blandingii) 
lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) St. Croix R. 
crystal darter (Ampocrypta asperel la) St. Croix R. 
blue sucker (Cycleptus elongatus) St. Croix R. 


salamander mussel (Simpsonaias ambiqua) St. Croix R. 


spectacle case pearly mussel (Gaberlenti » deine 


bog bluegrass (Poa paludigina) shal low 
escarpments 
peregrine falcon (Falco perearinus) breeding 
Higgins’ eye pearly mussel ( 
aoe St. Croix R. 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus) breeding/ 
wintering 


plains spotted skunk Gaflonale- doris 
migrant loggerhead shrike (Laniias—ladoviclanus 
breeding 


cerulean warbler (Dendroica cerulea) breeding 
Blanding’s turtle (Emydoidea blandinaii) 

false map turtle (Graptemys pseudogeographica) 

lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) St. Croix R. 
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crystal darter (Agpocrypta asperella) . Croix R. 
blue sucker (Cycleptus elongatus) . Croix R. 
elktoe mussel (Alasmidonta marginata) . Croix R. 
salamander mussel (Simpsonaias ambiqua) . Croix R. 


spectacle case pearly mussel (Gaherlentia ieee 


elusive clubtail dragonfly (Gomphus notatus) 
St. Croix R. 
watershed 


St. Croix 


snaketail dragonfly (Qphiogomphus susbecha) St. Croix R. 
watershed 


extra-striped snaketai] 
dragonfly (Ophiogomphus anomalis) St. Croix R. 
watershed 


Sylvan hygrotus 
diving beetle (Hygrotus sy] vanus) 


Hill’s thistle (Cirsium hillii) 
butternut (Juglans cinerea) 
bog bluegrass (Poa paludigina) 


According to the Green Bay Field Office, there is good information available 
within Wisconsin on sammals, birds, herptiles. and fish. The following list 
of species occurs in the Wisconsin counties of the St. Croix National ic 
Riverway. Information about insects and plants is less reliable, so those 
species have been deleted. The Service has virtually no information available 
regarding the occurrences of these species within Wisconsin counties, mostly 
due to issues regarding confidentiality. 











ay Ad CONCERN KNOWN FROM THE COUNTIES OF THE ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC 


Canada Lynx 
BIRDS 


REPTILES 
Blanding’s Turtle 
FISH 
Blue Sucker 
Greater Redhorse 


Lake Sturgeon 


Elktoe 
Salamander Mussel 
INSECTS 


St. Croix Snaketai] 
Dragonfly 


Tawny Crescent Butterfly 


Lake Cress 
Algae Leaved Pondweed 


Bog Bluegrass 
Butternut 
Hill’s Thistle 
Goblin Fern 


SCIENTIFIC MAME 
Lynx canadensis 


Chlidonias niger 
Dendroica cerulea 
Ammodragus henslowii 
Lanius ludovicianus 
Accipiter gentilis 


Emydoidea_blandingii 
Cycleptus elongatus 
Moxostoma_ valenciennesi 
‘Acipenser_fulvescens 


Alismodonta marginata 
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APPENDIX E: FEDERAL & STATE LISTED SPECIES OF CONCERN AND 
NATURAL COMMUNITIES 


Wisconsin 
Cerulean Warbler, Dendroica cerulea (Polk Co., WI) 
Lake Sturgeon, Acinpenser fulvescens (Polk Co., WI) 
Blue Sucker, Cycleptus elongatus (Polk Co., WI) 
Elktoe Mussel, Alasmidonta marginata (Polk Co., WI) 


Prairie Fame Flower, Talinum regospermum (Polk Co., WI) 
Bog Biuegrass, Poa paludigina (Polk Co., WI) 
Oregon Woodsia, Woodsia oregana var cathcartiana (Polk Co., WI) 


Minnesota 
Piains Spotted Skunk, Spilogale putoris (Washington Co., MN) 
Migrant Loggerhead Shrike, Lanius ludovicianus migrans (Washington Co., MN) 
Creulean Warbler, Dendroica cerulea (Washington Co., MN) 
Blandings Turtle, Emydoidea blandingii (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
False Map Turtle, Graptemys pseudogeographica (Washington Co., MN) 
Lake Sturgeon, Acinpenser fulvescens (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Crystal Darter, Ammocrypta asperella (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Blue Sucker, Cycleptus elongatus (Chisago/Washingtor. Co., MN) 


Dragonfly, 
Extra-striped Snaketail Dragonfly, Ophiogomphus anomalis (Washington Co., MN) 
Sylvan Hygrotus Diving Beetle, Hygrotus sylvanus (Washington Co., MN) 
Bog Bluegrass, Poa paludigina (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Hill’s Thistle, Cirsium hillii (Washington Co., MN) 
Butternut, Junlans cinerea (Washington Co., MN) 
Southern brook lamprey, /chthyomyzon gagei (Washington County, MN) 


State Special Concern Species 

Wisconsin 
Prothonotary Warbler, Protonotaria citrea (Polk Co., WI) 
Louisiana Waterthrush, Seiurus motacilla (Polk Co., WI) 
Timber Rattlesnake, Crotalus horridus (Pierce Co., WI) 
Lake Sturgeon, Acipenser fulvescens (Polk Co., WI) 
American Eel, Anguilla rostrata (Pierce Co., WI) 
Mud Darter, Etheostoma asprigene (St. Croix Co., WI) 
Wesiern Sand Darter, Etheostoma clarum (Polk/St.Croix Co., WI) 
Banded Killifish, Fundulus diaphanus (St. Croix/Pierce Co., WT) 
Weed Shiner, Notropis texanus (Polk/St. Croix/Pierce Co., WTI) 
Pugnose Minnow, Opsopoeodus emiliae (Polk/St. Croix Co., WI) 
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Elktoe Mussel, Alasmidonta marginata (Polk Co., WI) 

Creek Heelsplitter Mussel, Lasmigona compressa (Polk Co., WI) 

Round Pigtoe Mussel, Pleurobema sintoxia (Polk/St. Croix Co., WI) 

Inornate Ringlet Butterfly, Coenonympha tullia (Polk Co., WI) 

Green-faced Clubtail, Gomphurus ventricosus/viridifrons (Polk Co., WI) 

Rapids Clubtail, Gomphus quadricolor (St. Croix Co., WI) 

St. Croix Snaketail, Ophiogomphus susbencha (Polk Co., WI) 

Dragon Sagewort/Wormwood, Artemisia dracunculus (Polk Co., WI) 

Villous/Silky Prairie Clover, Dalea villosa (Polk/St. Croix/Pierce Co.., WI) 

Climbing Fumitory, Adlumia fungosa (Polk Co., WI) 

Dwarf Milkweed, Asclepias ovalifolia (Polk Co., WT) 

Yellow Evening Primrose, Calylophus serrulatus (St. Croix Co., WI) 

Arrow-headed Rattle-box, Crotalaria sagittalis (St. Croix/Pierce Co., WI) 

Wild Licorice, Glycyrrhiza lepidota (St. Croix/Pierce Co., WI) 

Rock Switchwort, Minuartia dawsonensis (Polk/St. Croix Co., WI) 

Wilcox Panic Grass, Panicum wilcoxianum (Dichanthelium wilcoxianum 
(St. Croix Co., WI) 

James Cristatella, Polanisia jamesii (St. Croix Co., WI) 

Bird’s-eye Primrose, Primula mistassinica (St. Croix Co., WI) 

Pomme-de-prairie, Psoralea esculenta (Pierce Co., WI) 

Marsh Ragwort, Senecio congestus (Pierce Co., WI) 

Prairie Fame Flower, Talinum rugospermum (Polk Co., WI) 

Oregon Woodsia, Woodsia oregona var cathcartiana (Polk Co., WI) 

Short’s Rockcress, Arabis shortii (Polk Co., WI) 

Paper Pondshell, Utterbackia imbecillis (Polk Co., WTI) 


State Natural Communities 

Wisconsin 
Sterling Barrens Natural Community (Polk Co., WI) 
Wolf Creek Sedge Meadow: (Polk Co., WI) 
Interstate Lowland Park & Downs (Polk Co., WI) 
Dalles of the St. Croix River (Polk Co., WI) 
Interstate State Park (Polk Co., WI) 
Peaslee and Rice Lakes (Polk Co., WI) 
Philadelphia Community (Polk Co., WI) 
Cedar Bend Bottoms (Polk Co., W1) 
St. Croix Islands (St. Croix Co., WI) 
Indianhead Scout Camp Woods (St. Croix Co., WI) 
Hudson Terrace Prairie (St. Croix Co., WI) 
Kinnickinnic River Gorge and Delta (Pierce Co., WI) 





State Special Concern Habitat 
Heron Rookery - Rice Lake (St. Croix Co., WI) 


State Special Concern Species 
Minnesota 
Five-line Skunk, Eumeces fasciatus (Chisago Co., MN) 
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Red-shouldered Hawk, Buteo lineatus (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Bald Eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Acadian Flycatcher, Empidonax virescens (Chisago Co., MN) 

Louisiana Waterthrush, Seiurus motacilla (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Cerulean Warbler, Dendroica cerulea (Washington Co., MN) 

Hooded Warbler, Wilsonia citrina (Washington Co., MN) 

Gopher Snake, Pituophis catenifer (Washington Co., MN) 

Racer, Coluber constrictor (Washington Co., MN) 

Lake Sturgeon, Acipenser fulvescens (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Crystal Darter, Ammocrypta asprella (Chisago/W ashington Co., MN) 
Blue Sucker, Cycleptus elongatus (Chisago/W ashington Co., MN) 
Pallid Shiner, Notropis amnis (Washington Co., MN ) 

Gilt Darter, Percina evides (Chisago/Washington Co., MN)) 

Spike Mussel, Elliptio dilatata (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 

Black Sandshell Mussel, Ligumia recta (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Hickorynut Mussel, Obovaria olivaria (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Creek Heelsplitter Mussel, Lasmigona compressa (Chisago Co., MN) 
Fluted-shell Mussel, Lasmigona costata (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Stemless Tick-trefoil, Desmodium nudiflorum (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
American Ginseng, Panax quinquefolius (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Smooth Softshell, Apalone mutica (Washington Co., MN) 

Goldie’s Fern, D opteris goldiana (Washington Co., MN) 

White Wild Indigo, Baptisia alba (Washington Co., MN) 

Rock Sandwort, Minuartia dawsonensis (Washington Co., MN) 

Cattail Sedge, Carex typhina (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 

American Water-pennywort, Hydrocotyle americana (Chisago/Washington Co., MN) 
Creeping Juniper, Juniperus horizontalis (Washington Co., MN) 


State Natural Communities 
Minnesota 
Franconia 32 Natural Area (Chisago Co., MN) 
Osceola Natural Area (Chisago Co., MN) 
Franconia 10 Natural Area (Chisago Co., MN) 
Interstate State Park (Chisago Co., MN) 
Browns Creek (Washington Co., MN) 
Corries Swamp/Hardwood Creek Wildlife Management Area (Washington Co., MN) 
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Lamar State Grade School, District No. | Wisconsin-Polk- St. Croix Falls Listed - 3/82 
5 - Lamar Community Center 

Thomas Henry Thompson House Wisconsin-Polk-St. Croix Falls Listed - 3/84 
H.S. Miller Bank/Prescott City Hall Wisconsin-Pierce-Prescott Listed 8/94 
Daniel Smith House Wisconsin-Pierce-Prescott Listed 3/84 





476 


























Banjamin in B. MN ~ Washington ~May Twnp 
Toh Copas Hose MN- Washington—-New Scandia Listed 7/80 
Paul Munich House MN-Chisago —Franconia Twnp Listed 7/76 
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APPENDIX G: ZEBRA MUSSEL TASK FORCE ACTION PLAN 


1998 ACTION PLAN FOR THE 


LOWER ST. CROIX RIVER. 
March 1998 


Background 

The zebra mussel is a small exotic bivalve introduced into 
the United States in the Great Lakes region in the late 1980's. 
It has since rapidly spread to connected water bodies, primarily 
through attachment onto commercial traffic. It has also expanded 
into inland waters in more than six states mainly through 
recreational boat traffic. This exotic has been documented to 
kill native unionid mussels, disrupt ecosystems, possibly impact 
fisheries, damage municipal water supply and industrial intakes, 
and damage or impact boats and water recreation. There are no 
environmentally safe control methods once it is established in a 
water body. 

In response to the threat of this exotic, the National Park 
Service (NPS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
formed the St. Croix River Zebra Mussel Task Force in 1992 in 
cooperation with other agencies. The 1993 Zebra Mussel Response 
Plan was the initial plan for actions to try and keep the zebra 
mussel from spreading into the St. Croix River. The primary 
focus in the first years of the Task Force was to enlist public 
support through voluntary boating restrictions. However, the 
discovr : ‘n 1994 and 1995 of boats moored in the river with 
attac. sore mussels resulted in the decision that voluntary 
actions were not sufficient to prevent movement of the mussel. 
The NPS enacted emergency travel restrictions for the 1995 
season, preventing northbound traffic past the Arcola sandbar 
unless the owner met specific conditions (see Appendix A). 

Since 1994, recreational boats have been discovered with 
attached zebra mussels during routine monitoring dives. The 
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number of boats with attached mussels was lowest in 1994, sharply 
increased next year and has remained relatively constant since 
1995 (Figure 1). All boats found during diving with mussels were 
ordered removed and cleaned by the state DNR’s. The continued 
presence of boats with attached mussels reinforces the need for 
continued monitoring and enforcemert of zebra mussel laws. 

Despite these finds, there has been no evidence that nussels 
are established on fixed substrates in the river and the St. 
Croix is considered uninfested by the natural resource agencies. 
Live zebra mussels attached to substrates such as rocks, pilings, 
or bridge supports or zebra mussel reproduction in the river are 
necessary to consider designating any portion of the river as 
infested. Zebra mussels attached to boats do not constitute an 
infestation, but are one of the primary potential pathways to 
start an infestation in the St. Croix. 

The purpose of the St. Croix Zebra Mussel Task Force is to 
help agencies and stakeholders prevent or slow the spread of 
zebra mussels into and within the St. Croix River and other 
waters. The Task Force tries to accomplish this by developing 
strategies, assessing the effectiveness of strategies that are 
implemented, recommending tools to use against the zebra mussel 
and linking agencies and stakeholders in this effort. 
Participants on the Task Force include: National Park Service 
(WPS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Wisconsin and 
Minnesots Departments of Natural Resources (WDNR, MDNR), Northern 
States Power Company (NSP), University of Minnesota Sea Grant 
Program (SG), Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission (BAC), 
Macalester College, Biological Resources Division of the US 
Geological Survey (BRD), Coast Guard (USCG), U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACoE), Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission 
(GLIFWC) . 














1996 Action Plan 

This plan is a compilation of strategies and actions 
proposed by the participating agencies for the 1998 season to try 
and accomplish the Task Force purpose. This plan does not 
preclude other actions by agencies or stakeholders to assist this 
purpose. 
Strategy 1. INFORMATION AND EDUCATICN 
This strategy is intended to inform and educate people on this 
harmful exotic animal, the threats it poses to the environment, 
laws concerning transport of zebra mussels by boats, and what can 
be done to help prevent the spread of this exotic. 
Actions 
a. Post and maintain access signs at public access sites along 
the river (NPS, MDNR, WDNR) 
b. Continue general exotics awareness efforts on biology, 
impacts and regulations through efforts including but not limited 
to billboards, radio spots, and literature distribution. (MDNR, 
USFWS, NPS, WDNR, SG) 
c. Staff Minnesota Boat Show (MDNR) 
d. Provide agency staff and commercial businesses along the 
Mississippi and St. Croix Rivers with information (such as 
brochures, posters, fact sheets) about the threat posed by zebra 
mussels and the Task Force program. (NPS, MDNR, WDNR, USFWS, SG) 
e. Provide information to boating public at lock and dam areas, 
particularly Lock and Dam 2 and 3. (ACoE) 
f. Provide information to public at river community public 
events (ACoE) 
g. Provide information via Internet sites 
(www.d.umn.edu/seagr/exotic.html for zebra mussel information, 
www .mivp.usace.army.mil for Mississippi River information) (ACoE, 
SG) 
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h. Set up and staff booths at community events to provide 
information on zebra mussels and aquatic exotic species (NPS) 

i. Continue to display zebra mussel and exotic species exhibits 
at NPS visitor centers and to present programs on zebra mussels 
to park visitors (NPS) 

j. Distribute to schools and/or conduct winter series outreach 
to schools using “Aquatic Exotics” traveling trunks, and provide 
training for teachers for use of the trunks (NPS, SG) 

Strategy 2. INSPECTIONS AMD ACCESS MUAGZIGNT 

This strategy is intended to take management and/or regulatory 
actions to try and prevent the inadvertent spread of zebra 
mussels into the St. Croix River. The strategy also seeks to 
inform boaters and other recreational water users of these 
actions. 

Actions 

a. Continue permit system and boating restrictions from 1997 at 
the Arcola sandbar area (NPS) 

b. Inspect watercraft leaving and/or entering at St. Croix and 
Mississippi River public access sites in Minnesota through the 
Watercraft Inspection Program to prevent transport of zebra 
mussels. (MDNR) 

Strategy 3. MONITORING FOR ZEBRA MUSSELS 

This strategy is intended to provide evidence of zebra mussel 
infestations for use in actions and management decisions. 
Actions 

a. Continue passive monitoring sampling for adults and settled 
larvae (settling plate samplers) on the St. Croix and Namekagon 
Rivers. (USFWS, NPS, MDNR) 

b. Continue dive searches on river substrate, marinas, boats, 
and other possible attachment sites. (USFWS, WDNR, MDNR, BAC, 
NPS, GLIFWC) 
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c. Collect and analyze plankton tows for veligers at various 
sites to monitor for veliger production. (USFWS, NPS, MDNR) 
Strategy 4. PREVENTION 

This strategy is intended to provide options to help prevent the 
spread of the zebra mussel. 

Actions 

a. The NPS has established threshold levels in the National Park 
Service Integrated Pest Management Plan and will use these levels 
to implement increased NPS actions in the Federally managed zone 
above Stillwater. (NPS) 

b. Enforce infested watercraft laws when zebra mussels are found 
on boats in the St. Croix River and pursue standardization to the 
extent possible (MDNR, WDNR, NPS) 

c. Provide language for commercial river use permits to require 
clean vessels for work in the St. Croix River. (WDNR, MDNR, ACoE) 
d. Based on monitoring results from Strategy 3, the Task Force 
will review this and all other strategies. (All Task Force 
Members) 

Strategy 5. RESEARCH 

This strategy is intended to provide information on possible 
environmentally safe control methods to use against zebra mussel 
populations. 

Actions 

a. Support research investigating potential control and/or 
remediation methods. (NPS, MDNR, WDNR, USFWS, ACoE, SG) 

b. Obtain and evaluate information on possible control methods 
and ongoing research through research conferences, Internet 
access and other on-line information. (MDNR, WDNR, NPS, USFWS, 
ACoE, SG) 

c. Conduct research and provide information on prevention 
methods (such as anti-fouling paints) for recreational boating 
public (ACoE) 
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Appendix A. 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE VESSEL ACCESS RULES 
ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERNAY 
1997 BOATING SEASON 


The National Park Service will continue to manage vessel access 
above the Arcola Sandbar to protect Riverway aquatic resources 
from the accidental introduction of the exotic Zebra mussel. 
Using existing regulatory authority found in the Code of Federal 
Regulations Title 36 Sections 1.5, 1.6 and 3.3, the National Park 
Service will allow access above the St. Croix River Arcola 
Sandbar under the following conditions. 


A. The vessel is owned and operated by a riparian resident/land 
owner in the Federally administered zone who has been issued a 
permit/pass subject to the following conditicns: 


1. The owner/operator of the vessel is a riparian 
resident/land owner in the Federally administered zone 
of the Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway. 
Riparian resident/owner means someone owning property 
directly on the river, or someone who has legal, deeded 
access to the river. 


2. The owner/operator agrees to not operate the vessel 
south of the Kinnickinnic Sandbar or in any infested 
waters, including the Mississippi River, at any time. 
This condition is subject to change if zebra mussels 
are found farther north such as Afton, Hudson or 
Stillwater. 


3. § The owner/operator agrees to not stop/anchor the vessel 
anywhere south of the Stillwater Lift Bridge. 


4. The owner/operator checks in at the Arcola Sandbar 
Ranger Contact Station whenever passing the station. 


5. The non-transferable permit/pass stickers are 
permanently fixed to both sides of the bow of the 
vessel in a readily visible location. 





Appendix G: Zebra Mussel Task Force Action Plan 


B. The owner/operator of a vessel has been issued a same-day 
pass at an approved inspection site. The pass will be issued 
subject to the following conditions: 


1. If the vessel has not been operated in infested waters, 
the vessel must undergo one or all of the following 
prior to placement into uninfested waters: 


a. Remain out of the water and be protected from rain 
for 7 dry/warm days. 


b. Be visually inspected for attached zebra mussels. 


c. Be cleaned with a high pressure hot water wash 
(140+ degrees Fahrenheit). 


2. If the vessel has been operated in infested water, the 
vessel must undergo one or all of the following prior 
to placement in uninfested waters: 


a. Remain out of the water and be protected from rain 
for at least 14 dry/warm days and be visually inspected 
for attached zebra mussels. 


b. Be cleaned with a high pressure hot water wash 
(140+ degrees Fahrenheit) and be visually inspected for 
attached zebra mussels. 


Visual inspection and cleaning must include all areas that zebra 
mussels may attach or reside: hull, motor mounts, intakes, trim 
tabs, swim platforms, live wells(must be dry), and trailers. 


This program is a continuation of the program from 1996 modified 
from that described in the Federal Register/Vol. 60, No. 
99/Tuesday, May 23, 1995/Notices page 27327. 


Vessels traveling upstream beyond the Arcola Sandbar must meet 
the conditions outlined above. Vessel owner/operators not 
conforming to the above conditions are in violation of 36 CFR 
sections 1.5 Closures and Public Use Limits, 1.6 and 3.3 Permits and 
2.32 Interfering with Agency Functions. 


Vessel owner/operators in violation of the above regulations, and 
containing zebra mussels, are in violation of 36 CFR section 
2.1(a) (2) Preservation of Natural, Cultural, and Archeological 
Resources, and may be in both civil and criminal violation of 16 
U. S. Code Chapter 53 Control of Illegally faken Fish and Wildlife 
Section 3372(a) Prohibited Acts - Offenses other than Marking Offenses. 
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